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 Plaintiff  DAVID BALL ("Plaintiff' or "Plaintiff Ball"), on behalf of himself and all others 

similarly situated, through his undersigned attorneys, files this class action Complaint against 

Defendant TRIPLE T HOSPITALITY GROUP, LLC, JOHN & JANE DOES 1-10, and XYZ 

Corp. 1-10 ("Defendant" or “Defendants”), and alleges as follows: 

NATURE OF THE ACTION 

1. Plaintiff brings this class action on behalf of a class of New Jersey citizens who, like 

Plaintiff, were victims of Defendant's uniform deceptive advertising, marketing, and sales 

practices described herein, which violate the consumer protection laws of New Jersey. 

2. Specifically, it is alleged that Defendant engaged in a systematic scheme of false and 

misleading advertising, marketing, and sales practices with respect to the advertising of a cash 



discount to New Jersey customers in its restaurants in New Jersey.  This scheme, which is set forth 

in more detail herein, may be summarized as follows. 

3. First, Defendant routinely and regularly printed menus and receipts, as well as advertised 

on their website, that indicated all customers who paid cash would receive a percentage discount 

on their final bill.  

4. The advertisement on their menus, receipts, and website invite customers to take advantage 

of this deal at Defendant's restaurants. 

5. If a customer visits Defendant's restaurants, he or she will see the advertisement on the 

menu and/or receipt- typically on the bottom- representing again that the payment of cash will 

result in a percentage discount. 

6. Plaintiff, on behalf of himself and a Class of similarly situated consumers, seeks to end 

Defendant’s abusive and predatory practices and force it to refund all of these improper charges. 

Plaintiff asserts a claim for breach of contract, including breach of the covenant of good faith and 

fair dealing, and seeks damages, restitution, and injunctive relief, as set forth more fully below. 

PARTIES 

7. Plaintiff DAVID BALL is an individual and a resident and citizen of New Jersey. During 

the class period, Plaintiff visited Defendant's Tommy’s Tavern + Tap restaurant and purchased 

food and beverages with cash, and suffered an ascertainable loss and monetary damages as alleged 

herein as a result of Defendant's unlawful conduct. 

8. Defendant TRIPLE T HOSPITALITY GROUP, LLC is a for-profit corporation formed 

and existing under the laws of the State of New Jersey and is incorporated in New Jersey, and thus 

is a citizen of New Jersey. 



9. At all times during the relevant class period, Defendant owned and operated, and continues 

to own and operate, at least 11 restaurants throughout the United States, including approximately 

10 restaurants in New Jersey. These restaurants trade as Tommy’s Tavern + Tap and Tio Taco and 

Tequila Bar. 

10. During the relevant time period, JOHN & JANE DOES 1-10 are currently unknown 

individuals who advertised the cash discounts on Defendant’s website as well as in Defendant’s 

restaurants. As the parties engage in discovery, plaintiff retains the right to amend the Complaint 

to add these individual employees by name. 

11. During the relevant time period, XYZ Corp. 1-10 are unknown affiliated corporations or 

entities or other corporations who have liability for the claims set forth herein. As the parties 

engage in discovery, plaintiff retains the right to amend the Complaint to add these individual 

entities by name 

12. Defendant created the policies and procedures described herein and, at all times during the 

relevant class period, participated in, endorsed, implemented, and performed the conduct alleged 

herein. 

13. Plaintiff visited Defendant's Tommy’s Tavern + Tap restaurant and purchased food and 

beverages with credit or cash on numerous occasions, and suffered an ascertainable loss and 

monetary damages as alleged herein as a result of Defendant's unlawful conduct.  Plaintiff relied 

upon the representations of Defendant only to realize that the representations published were not 

being honored.   

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

14. This Court has in personam jurisdiction over the Defendant because, inter alia, Defendant 

owns and operates approximately 10 restaurants in New Jersey, including at least two in Middlesex 



County.  Accordingly, Defendant has transacted business in this county, has maintained continuous 

and systematic contacts in this county prior to and during the class period, and has purposefully 

availed itself of the benefits of doing business in this county.  As such, Defendant maintains 

minimum contacts with this county that are more than sufficient to subject it to service of process 

and to comply with due process of law. 

15. This matter is properly venued in Middlesex County, New Jersey, in that Defendant 

operates two restaurants in Middlesex County, New Jersey. 

16.  There is no federal subject matter jurisdiction over these claims in that all claims in this 

matter arise exclusively under New Jersey law, Plaintiff's individual claims are less than $75,000 

per person. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

17. Defendant is in the for-profit business of selling food and beverage at its Tommy’s Tavern 

+ Tap and Tio Taco and Tequila Bar restaurants, as well as via its websites located at 

tommystavernandtap.com and tiotacotequilla.com.  

18. This lawsuit concerns Defendant's false and misleading business practices with respect to 

its discount for all patrons that pay with cash in its restaurants in New Jersey and via its websites 

tommystavernandtap.com and tiotacotequilla.com to New Jersey customers in a manner that is 

contrary to New Jersey law. 

19. On its menus and receipts in the restaurants, as well as on their websites, Defendant 

displays the advertisement of “a 2.95% guest service charge will be applied to all sales. for guests 

paying cash we provide a 2.50% discount off the total sale amount”. 



20. Because these uniform advertising, marketing, and sales practices by Defendant have the 

capacity to deceive - and have in fact deceived- Defendant's customers, they are also false and 

misleading in violation of New Jersey law. 

 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

21. Class Definition: Plaintiff brings this action as a class action pursuant to New Jersey Court 

Rule 4:32, seeking civil penalties, damages, and injunctive relief under the New Jersey Consumer 

Fraud Act N.J.S.A. § 56:8-1, et seq. on behalf of himself and all members of the following 

proposed class: 

All New Jersey citizens who paid cash at Defendant’s restaurants and did not 
receive a discount during the Statute of Limitations period 

 

22. Each of the classes for whose benefit this action is brought is so numerous that joinder of 

all members is impracticable. 

23. The exact number and identities of the persons who fit within each proposed class are 

contained in Defendant's records and can be easily ascertained from those records. 

24. The proposed class is composed of at least 10,000 persons. 

25. Common questions of law and fact exist as to each class member. 

26. All claims in this action arise exclusively from uniform policies and procedures of 

Defendant as outlined herein. 

27. No violations alleged in this Complaint are a result of any individualized oral 

communications or individualized interaction of any kind between class members and Defendant 

or anyone else. 

28. There are common questions of law and fact affecting the rights of the class members, 

including, inter alia, the following: 



a. whether the uniform advertising, marketing, and sales practices alleged herein 

exist; 

b. whether Defendant disseminated advertisements for cash discounts but failed to 

provide said discounts; 

c. the length of time Defendant engaged in the practices alleged herein; 

d. whether the alleged practices violated the New Jersey regulations set forth herein; 

e. whether the alleged practices violated New Jersey consumer protection laws, 

including the Consumer Fraud Act; 

f. whether the alleged practices constituted a breach of the implied covenant of good 

faith and fair dealing; 

g. whether Defendant was unjustly enriched by the alleged practices; 

h. the nature and extent of the injury to the classes and the measure of class-wide 

damages; and 

i. whether each class is entitled to injunctive relief in the form of an order directing 

Defendant to send a court-approved notice to all class members, advising of the 

conduct alleged herein, as well as an order enjoining the conduct alleged herein and 

establishing a court-administered program to provide refunds of the overcharges to 

all such class members. 

29. Plaintiff is a member of the classes he seeks to represent. 

30. The claims of Plaintiff are not only typical of all class members, they are identical. 

31. All claims of Plaintiff and the classes arise from the same course of conduct, policy and 

procedures as outlined herein. 

32. All claims of Plaintiff and the classes are based on the exact same legal theories. 



33. Plaintiff seeks the same relief for himself as for every other class member. 

34. Plaintiff has no interest antagonistic to or in conflict with the classes. 

35. Plaintiff will thoroughly and adequately protect the interests of the classes, having retained 

qualified  and competent legal counsel to represent  himself and the classes. 

36. Defendant has acted and/or refused to act on grounds generally applicable to the classes, 

thereby making appropriate injunctive and declaratory relief for each class as a whole. 

37. The prosecution of separate actions by individual class members would create a risk of 

inconsistent or varying adjudications with respect to individual members of each class, which 

would confront Defendant with incompatible standards of conduct. 

38. Adjudications with respect to individual members of the classes would as a practical matter 

be dispositive of the interests of other members not parties to the adjudications and would 

substantially impair or impede their ability to protect their interests. 

39. A class action is superior to other available methods for the fair and efficient adjudication 

of the controversy since, inter alia, the damages suffered by each class member were not great 

enough to enable them to maintain separate suits against Defendant and in most, if not all, instances 

were less than $500 per person. 

40. Common questions will predominate, and there will be no unusual manageability issues. 

41. Without the proposed class action, Defendant will likely retain the benefit  of its 

wrongdoing and will continue the complained-of practices, which will result in further damages 

to Plaintiff and class members. 

 

 

 



COUNT I 

TRUTH IN CONSUMER CONTRACT, WARRANTY AND NOTICE ACT N.J.S.A. § 

56:12-14, et seq. 

(On behalf of the Class) 

42. Plaintiff hereby repeats and realleges the allegations in each of the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully set forth herein.  

43. The New Jersey Truth in Consumer Contract, Warranty and Notice Act ("TCCWNA")  

provides a New Jersey statutory cause of action for any instance where a seller of services or goods 

in New Jersey causes a provision to be placed in a consumer contract, notice or other consumer 

document which violates the rights of consumers under either New Jersey state law or federal law. 

44. Specifically, N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-15 of TCCWNA provides that: 

No seller, lessor, creditor, lender or bailee shall in the course of his 
business  offer to any consumer or prospective consumer or enter 
into any written consumer contract or give or display  any written 
consumer warranty, notice or sign ... any provision that violates any 
clearly established legal right of a consumer or responsibility of a 
seller, lessor, creditor, lender or bailee as established by State or 
Federal law at the time the offer is made or the consumer contract is 
signed  or the warranty, notice or sign is given or displayed. 
(emphasis added) 

 

45. By the plain terms of this New Jersey statute, it is a violation of TCCWNA for a seller to 

offer, give, or display any notice or sign to a consumer or prospective consumer, which contains a 

provision that violates any clearly established right of the consumer or responsibility of the seller 

arising under either federal or New Jersey state law, regardless  of whether a purchase is actually 

made. 

46. This is also the interpretation of TCCWNA given to the Act by the New Jersey Appellate 

Division.   See Bosland v. Warnock Dodge, 396 N.J.  Super. 267, 278 (App. Div. 2007), affd  197 

N.J. 543, 964 A.2d 741 (2009): 



The above provision of the TCCWNA establishes liability  
whenever a seller offers a consumer a contract, the provisions of 
which violate any legal right of a consumer. 

 
47. The rights and remedies provided by TCCWNA are separate from, and in addition to, any 

consumer protections provided in other federal or state statutes and regulations.  See N.J.S.A.  

56:12-18: 

The rights, remedies  and prohibitions accorded by the provisions of 
this act are hereby declared to be in addition to and cumulative of 
any other right, remedy or prohibition accorded by common  law, 
Federal law or statutes of this State, and nothing contained herein 
shall be construed to deny, abrogate or impair any such common  
law or statutory right, remedy  or prohibition. 

 
48. Plaintiff and the class are "consumers or prospective consumers" of goods within the 

meaning of N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-15 and 16. 

49. Defendant is a "seller" of goods within the meaning of N.J.S.A.  § 56: 12-15 and 16. 

50. The food and beverages advertised by Defendant at its restaurants and on its website are 

goods within the meaning of N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-15 and 16. 

51. By the acts alleged herein, Defendant has violated N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-15 and 16 because, in 

the course of its business, Defendant offered, gave, and displayed written consumer notices and 

signs to Plaintiff and the class, which contained provisions that violated their clearly established 

legal rights under state law, within the meaning of N.J.S.A.  §56:12-15. 

52. Further, by the acts alleged herein, Defendant has violated N.J.S.A. § 56:12-15 and 16 

because, in the course of its business, Defendant offered, gave, and displayed written consumer 

notices and signs to Plaintiff and the class, which violated the clearly established responsibility of 

Defendant as a seller of goods under state law, within the meaning of N.J.S.A.  §56:12-15. 

53. The clearly established legal rights of consumers, and the clearly established legal 

responsibilities of sellers, under New Jersey law, include the requirement  that all advertisements 



of discounted merchandise "state the minimum percentage reduction  as conspicuously ...  as the 

maximum percentage reduction."  N.J.A.C.  § 13:45A-9.5(a)(l) (emphasis added). 

54. In addition, the clearly established legal rights of consumers, and the clearly established 

legal responsibilities of sellers, under New Jersey law, include the requirement that all 

advertisements of discounted merchandise "[s]et forth the basis upon which the former price [of 

the discounted merchandise) was established" by using "terms such as 'competitor's price' or 'our 

regular price' or words of similar import."  N.J.A.C.  §  13:45A-9.5(a)(2) (emphasis added). 

55. As outlined in detail herein, the advertisements on the menus and receipts regarding cash 

discounts  that Defendant printed on its menus and receipts at its restaurants, as well as the posted 

by Defendant on its website, violated these clearly established rights and responsibilities of 

Plaintiff and the class by stating patrons that paid cash would receive a discount, and by failing to 

provide this discount, contrary to the above cited state regulations. 

56. Pursuant to N.J.S.A.  § 56: 12-17, this class  complaint seeks  a statutory penalty of  $100 

per violation for Plaintiff and each  class  member, as well  as actual  damages and attorney's fees 

and costs.   See N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-17, providing that a seller who  violates the TCCWNA: 

[SJ hall be liable to the aggrieved consumer for a civil penalty of not 
less than $100.00 or for actual damages, or both at the election of 
the consumer, together with reasonable  attorney's fees and court 
costs. (emphasis added) 
 
See also United Consumer Fin. Servs.  Co. v. Carbo,  410 N.J.  
Super. 280, 310 (App. Div.2009) affirming the trial judge's decision 
to award the $100 statutory penalty to each class  member under 
N.J.S.A.  § 56:12-17 of TCCWNA, stating: 
 
[T[he $100 civil penalty is not unreasonably disproportionate when 
viewed in that context, whether it is considered with respect to an 
individual  consumer or the 16,845 consumers whose contracts 
included the prohibited fee. We note that when assessing the 
constitutional reasonableness of punitive damage awards, courts are 
directed to consider and give "substantial deference" to judgments 



made by the Legislature in: fixing civil penalties. Nothing about the 
facts of this case or the numerosity of this class warrants a more 
searching evaluation of the reasonableness of awarding the civil 
penalty selected by the Legislature to each member of this class.  
(citation omitted) 

 

COUNT II 

NEW JERSEY UNIFORM DECLARATORY JUDGMENT ACT N.J.S.A. § 2A:16-51, 

et seq. 

(On behalf of the Class) 

57. Plaintiff hereby repeats and realleges the allegations in each of the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully set forth herein. 

58. Plaintiff and the class need, and are entitled to, a declaration that Defendant's advertising, 

marketing, and sales policies alleged herein are unlawful and that Defendant is barred by law from 

disseminating or posting advertisements that contain only the maximum percentage discount 

included in a sale and omit the minimum percentage discount, and from listing former prices 

without setting forth the bases thereof. 

59. Plaintiff and the class members have a significant interest in this matter in that each has 

been and will continue to be subjected to the unlawful policies alleged herein. 

60. Indeed, Plaintiff is a frequent customer of Defendant’s restaurants.  As such, Plaintiff is 

regularly subjected to Defendant's unlawful conduct alleged herein. 

61. Thus, it is certain that Plaintiff will be subject to the challenged unlawful conduct by 

Defendant again in the future. 

62. Based on the foregoing, a justifiable controversy is presented in this case, rendering 

declaratory judgment appropriate. 

63. In addition, because the unlawful uniform policies of Defendant continue, and are on-

going, Plaintiff and the class also need, and are entitled to, an order for equitable and injunctive 



relief, creating a court-mandated program to provide notice to the classes of Defendant's unlawful 

policies and to carry out an audit and make refunds of the unlawful overcharges to Plaintiff. 

 

COUNT III 

VIOLATION OF THE NEW JERSEY CONSUMER FRAUD ACT N.J.S.A. § 56:8-1, et 

seq. 

(On behalf of the Class) 

64. Plaintiff hereby repeats and realleges the allegations in each of the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully set forth herein.  

65. Plaintiff brings this claim individually and on behalf of all other New Jersey class members 

who provided cash payments at Defendant’s restaurants in New Jersey. 

66. Defendant is a seller of goods within the meaning of the New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act. 

67. Defendant's sale of food and beverages via its online website and in its restaurants 

constitutes sales of goods. 

68. The New Jersey Consumer Fraud Act, N.J.S.A.  56:8-1, et seq. (the "NJCFA"), applies to 

all sales made by Defendant to New Jersey consumers from Defendant's website and restaurants 

in New Jersey. 

69. The NJCFA was enacted to protect consumers against sharp and unconscionable 

commercial practices by persons engaged in the sale of goods or services.  See Marascio v. 

Campanella, 689 A.2d 852, 857 (N.J. Ct. App. 1997). 

70. The NJCFA is a remedial statute which the New Jersey Supreme Court has repeatedly held 

must be construed liberally in favor of the consumer to accomplish its deterrent and protective 

purposes.  See Furst v. Einstein Moomjy, Inc., 860 A.2d 435, 441 (N.J. 2004) ("The [NJCFA]  is 



remedial legislation that we construe liberally to accomplish its broad purpose of safeguarding the 

public."). 

71. "The available legislative history demonstrates that the [NJCFA] was intended to be one 

of the strongest consumer protection laws in the nation."  New Mea Const. Corp. v. Harper, 497 

A.2d 534, 543 (N.J. Ct. App. 1985). 

72. For this reason, the "history of the [NJCFA] is one of constant expansion of consumer 

protection."  Kavky v. Herbalife lnt'l of Am., 820 A.2d 677, 681-82 (N.J. Ct. App. 2003). 

73. The NJCFA was intended to protect consumers "by eliminating sharp practices and 

dealings in the marketing of merchandise and real estate."  Lemelledo v. Beneficial Mgmt. Corp., 

696 A.2d 546, 550 (N.J.  1997). 

74. Specifically, N.J.S.A.  § 56:8-2 prohibits "unlawful practices, ..." which are defined as: 

The act, use or employment of any unconscionable  commercial 
practice, deception, fraud, false pretense, misrepresentation,  or the 
knowing, concealment, suppression, or omission of any material 
fact with intent that others rely upon such concealment, suppression 
or omission whether or not any person has in fact been misled, 
deceived or damaged thereby. 

  

75. The catch-all term ''unconscionable commercial practice" was added to the NJCFA by 

amendment in 1971 to ensure that the Act covered, inter alia, "incomplete disclosures."  Skeer v. 

EMK Motors, Inc., 455 A.2d 508, 512 (N.J. Ct. App. 1982). 

76. In describing what constitutes an ','unconscionable commercial practice," the New Jersey 

Supreme Court has noted that it is an amorphous concept designed to establish a broad business 

ethic.  See Cox v.  Sears Roebuck & Co., 647 A.2d 454, 462 (N.J. 1994). 

77. In order to state a cause of action under the NJCFA, a plaintiff does not need to show 

reliance by the consumer.   See Varacallo v. Massachusetts Mut. Life Ins. Co., 752 A.2d 807 (N.J. 



App. Div. 2000); Gennari v. Weichert Co. Realtors, 691 A.2d 350 (N.J.  1997) (holding that 

reliance is not required in suits under the NJCFA because liability results from "misrepresentations  

whether 'any person has in fact been misled, deceived or damaged thereby"). 

78. Rather, the NJCFA requires merely a causal nexus between the false statement and the 

purchase, not actual reliance.  See Lee, supra, 4 A.3d at 579 ("causation under the [NJCFA] is not 

the equivalent of reliance"). 

79. As stated by the New Jersey Supreme Court in Lee, supra, 4 A.3d at 580, "It bears repeating 

that the [NJCFAJ] does not require proof of reliance, but only a causal connection between the 

unlawful practice and ascertainable loss." 

80. By the acts alleged herein, Defendant has violated the NJCFA. Specifically, Defendant: 

a. Disseminated menus and receipts via in person and posted on its website, 
advertisements that listed a cash discount on purchases without provided such 
discount; 
 

81. These uniform practices by Defendant constitute sharp and unconscionable commercial 

practices relating to the sale of goods in violation of the NJCFA, N.J.S.A. §56:8-1,   

82. As alleged herein, Defendant has engaged in deceptive conduct which creates a likelihood 

of confusion or misunderstanding. 

83. These actions also constitute "omission[s] of any material fact with intent that others rely 

upon such concealment," as Defendant never informed Plaintiff and the class members that the 

advertised discount for cash would not be paid. Defendant purposefully omitted and concealed this 

information so that its customers would believe that they were getting a discount  if they paid cash 

when paying their bill at Defendant, when in fact they were not. 

84. As such, Defendant has acted with knowledge that its conduct was deceptive and with 

intent that such conduct deceive purchasers. 



85. Moreover, because Defendant's conduct described herein is a violation of N.J.A.C. 

§13:45A-9.5(a)(l) and (2), such conduct  constitutes aper se violation of the CFA, N.J.S.A.  §56:8-

1, et seq. 

86. Plaintiff and the class members reasonably and justifiably expected Defendant to comply 

with applicable law, but Defendant failed to do so. 

87. Plaintiff and the class have suffered ascertainable loss because they did not receive the 

discount promised by Defendant on the bill when they paid cash, but rather were given no discount 

by Defendants. 

88. As a direct and proximate result of these unlawful actions by Defendant, Plaintiff and the 

class have been injured and have suffered an ascertainable loss of money. 

COUNT IV 

BREACH OF CONTRACT UNDER THE IMPLIED COVENANT OF GOOD FAITH 

AND FAIR DEALING 

(On Behalf of the Class) 

89. Plaintiff hereby repeats and realleges the allegations in each of the preceding paragraphs 

as if fully set forth herein.  

90. There was no written contract between Defendant and its customers, including Plaintiff 

and the class members. 

91. Rather, by operation of the law of New Jersey, there existed a contract for the sale of goods 

between each New Jersey customer who purchased food and beverages from Defendant's 

restaurants. 

92. By operation of the law of New Jersey, there also existed an implied duty of good faith and 

fair dealing in each such contract. 



93. By the acts alleged herein, Defendant has violated that duty of good faith and fair dealing, 

thereby breaching the implied contract between Defendant and each class member. 

94. Specifically, it was a violation of the duty of good faith and fair dealing for Defendant to 

represent that the payment of cash would result in a discount, without also disclosing the payment 

of cash would result in no discount. 

95. It was also a violation of the duty of good faith and fair dealing for Defendant to advertise 

the discount on its website and in its restaurants in a manner that violates New Jersey law. 

96. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant's breach of the implied covenant of good 

faith and fair dealing, Plaintiff and the class members have been injured and have suffered actual 

damages in an amount to be established at trial. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff and members of the Class demand a jury trial on all claims so 

triable and judgment as follows: 

A. An order certifying that this action may be maintained as a class action, that Plaintiff be 

appointed Class Representative and that Plaintiff’s counsel be appointed Class Counsel;  

B. A declaration that Triple T Hospitality Group LLC’s policies and practices are wrongful, 

unfair, and unconscionable; 

C. An Order requiring Triple T Hospitality Group LLC to immediately cease the wrongful 

conduct set forth above and enjoining Triple T Hospitality Group LLC from conducting business 

via the unlawful and unfair business acts and practices complained of herein;  

D. Restitution of all wrongful discounts not provided to Plaintiff and members of the Class 

as a result of the wrongs alleged herein in an amount to be determined at trial;  



E. Actual, exemplary, and treble damages in an amount to be determined at trial;  

F. Pre-judgment interest at the maximum rate permitted by applicable law;  

G. Costs and disbursements assessed by Plaintiff in connection with this action, together 

with reasonable attorneys’ fees pursuant to N.J.S.A. 56:8-19 and other applicable law;  

H. Such other relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 

 Plaintiff respectfully demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

       Respectfully Submitted,  

 

       __/s/ David E. Cassidy, Esq.____ 

Dated: January 24, 2023           DAVID E. CASSIDY, ESQ. 

         VLASAC & SHMARUK, LLC 

         485B Route 1 South, Suite 120 

         Iselin, NJ 08830 

         T: (732) 494-3600      


