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New York State Liquor Authority Full Board Meeting 
January 6, 2011, 10:00 AM - 317 Lenox Avenue, New York, NY 
Re: Restaurant Wine License for 38 Gramercy LLC at 38 Gramercy Park North 
Full Board Meeting audio/video at: www.abc.state.ny.us/live-and-archived-media 
 
Closing Statements by the Three SLA Commissioners 
 
Commissioner Noreen Healey 
 
I deny it Mr. Jazetzky (sic). I came in here with an open mind. I thought maybe if we 
cut the hours, everybody could work it out.  I came in here open but I just think that 
your client is completely disingenuous. I do. I mean, at first, I agree with the 
community, not transparent. I think they completely lack candor whatsoever. Why? 
Why can’t they be truthful? Because it appears they’re hiding something.  That’s the 
overwhelming point.   
 
Then it’s the community submitting things that the father is the chief executive 
officer of The House, and Department of State papers, the addresses of the 
corporations, service who the agents are. This is all 2005, ‘06, ‘07 and the conviction 
is from ‘93. So I did not think of coming in here with that idea but I am now 
convinced that he is involved in it and that it’s just not on the paper. That he’s behind 
the scenes, that he has the interest and is running the show, and the only reason he’s 
not on the paperwork is because he can’t be, because he’s a convicted felon.   
 
And then the son, who was going to be the manager, he did tell us in December that 
he was the manager at the time and that’s why the Deputy Commissioner of 
Licensing asked for him to submit the questionnaire if he was still the current 
manager. Now he comes today and says he was the manager 3 months ago, 2 years 
ago, 3 hours a week then 5 days a week.  The story changes every 5 minutes.  I just 
think that they’re completely disingenuous and I find it very disrespectful to this 
Board.  It shows me that they’re not going to comply with the ABC law, they already 
show a disrespect and dishonesty with us, I have no reason to believe they will be an 
appropriately run restaurant with citizens who would comply with the law. There’s 
nothing to believe that and I feel they were disingenuous, completely disingenuous, 
and based on their character and what I’ve heard today, disapproved. 
 
Commissioner Jeanique Greene 
 
Based their representations, not only to the Board, but to the community, we feel that 
the individuals, the principals that are involved in this venture, haven’t been upfront.  
After the last Board meeting, we asked for the personal questionnaire from both Mr. 
Millers, and for me it still shows that Mr. Miller is going to participate and will be 
involved in the business post opening. But now the story changed. He was not going 
to participate. I don’t find that to be truthful based on history.  He’s been involved in 
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other businesses that he continues to work with and throughout the time of their 
licensing. I don’t know what his investment is in this particular premise. I’m not clear 
on his participation, prior and post.  The community is just at a loss because the 
information that has been provided to them seems to constantly change. They don’t 
know who’s involved.  At this point, when I came in this morning I thought I knew 
who the principals were. Right now, I’m not sure what is going to happen at this 
location if we license it, so I deny the application. 
 
Chairman Dennis Rosen 
 
I agree with my fellow Commissioners and I agree with their reasoning.  I just want 
to add a few points too that for me carry significant weight.  I do agree.  I think there 
is an issue of forthrightness of the applicants.  I think there’s a serious character issue, 
which we are bound to consider in the course of making a determination in a case 
like this. 
 
I’m also persuaded that this would not be in the public interest for the additional 
reasons that have to do with the character of this particular neighborhood.  There 
was a lot in the submissions, particularly in the letter from Ms. Harrison where she 
addressed the Landmarks Preservation Commission’s comments about this 
neighborhood and talked about the original Ruggles plan for this neighborhood when 
he designed it in 1831. I think we’re all familiar with this neighborhood.  It is special 
and it’s different from much of the rest of Manhattan.  
 
Although obviously there’s a menu, this would be a restaurant, I think the real money 
making emphasis here, looking at the submissions to us by the applicant, is going be 
selling the high-end wines and beers. That’s where the real profit potential is here. 
There are going to be people coming and going at late hours to these premises.  The 
point is well taken, made by the opposition, that that’s why you have a security guard 
posted there at 10 o’clock. It’s not for the people coming in to have a quiet 
neighborhood meal; it’s for the revelers who will now infiltrate that street. I’m a great 
proponent of revelry under the proper circumstances but I really think that for this 
neighborhood and on that street with the physical constraints of that street with 
respect to traffic issues, the residential nature of that street and the surrounding 
neighborhood, and what’s happened to the streets that set the parameters like Park 
Ave and Third Avenue, I think that this would not be in the public interest.  I think 
that it would be bad for this neighborhood to have this establishment. So in addition 
to the character issue, I find that it would not be in the public interest to have 
another restaurant, another place once you go past 9 o’clock, 10 o’clock it’s just 
another bar in the area, I don’t think that it would be in the public interest based on 
the record in this case and I join in my fellow Commissioners’ votes. 


