
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1
THE REGULAR MEETING of the ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS of the Town of Cortlandt was conducted at the Town Hall, 1 Heady St., Cortlandt Manor, NY on Wednesday, April 17th, 2019.  The meeting was called to order, and began with the Pledge of Allegiance.

David S. Douglas, Chairman presided and other members of the Board were in attendance as follows:






Wai Man Chin, Vice Chairman 






Adrian C. Hunte 





Eileen Henry  





Thomas Walsh (absent)





Frank Franco




 
Also Present 



Chris Kehoe, Deputy Director for Planning   





Joshua Subin, Assistant Town attorney 


*



*



*
Mr. David Douglas stated before we begin I want to have a moment of silence in recognition of John Mattis who was on this board for a long time. He was a good friend and long time colleague of mine and I think I can speak for all of us here. He passed away suddenly last week. He was very dedicated to the town. We all appreciated that. He was my predecessor of Chair of this board and we worked together for a lot of time. It’s with great sadness that I mention this. But I do want to have at least one moment before we begin the meeting.

Mr. Wai Man Chin stated Mr. Chairman I’d like to say something also. I’ve been on this board for almost 30 years right now and John was on the board right after me. I think I know him the longest over here and he was a very good friend and I’m going to miss him. I’m going to miss his wisdom on this board and God bless him.



*



*



*
ADOPTION OF MEETING MINUTES FOR MARCH 20, 2019
So moved, seconded.
Mr. Frank Franco stated before we approve that there were a couple -- like that first statement at the top was actually from Tom.
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated another correction where we’ll talk to the stenographer. She confuses Frank and Tom so in this instance she credited you with speaking. It was actually Mr. Walsh I believe. 

Mr. David Douglas stated with that correction.

With all in favor saying "aye". 
Mr. David Douglas stated the minutes for March are adopted with that correction.



*



*



*
ADJOURNED PUBLIC HEARINGS:
A. Case No. 2016-24
Hudson Ridge Wellness Center, Inc. and Hudson Education and Wellness Center for an area variance from the requirement that a hospital in a residential district must have frontage on a State Road for this property located at 2016 Quaker Ridge Road, Croton-on-Hudson, NY.
(Adjourned to the May 15, 2019 meeting).
Mr. David Douglas stated the May 15th meeting is going to be rescheduled to May 2nd. So Wednesday May 22nd instead of May 15th.



*



*



*
NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS:
A. Case No. 2019-2 
Mario Aguilar for a front yard variance for a proposed building addition for property located at 76 Stuart Road.

Mr. Mario Aguilar stated good evening. My name is Mario Aguilar. Last December I bought a house, it was a bank-owned property. It needed a lot of work. I went to examine so I decided to do some work on the roof and I did it without a permit and I apologize for it. Right now what I want to do is – it’s a very small house. I want to get a little more square footage on the living room and that’s the reason why I just want to square off the house. That’s pretty much what I want to do. 
Mr. Frank Franco stated we were looking at this and I think as far as the variance itself, we didn’t see a problem with the squaring of the room because we’re not increasing the variance or the setback from the house anymore than it already is. We’re just squaring off the house, but we did have some questions about some of the other aspects of the survey. We saw the patio was – it appears to be encroaching on the property line.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated Mr. Aguilar, if you look at the screen, the small little area right there.

Mr. Frank Franco stated and also there’s a wood storage at the bottom as well. Maybe you comment on that. And also, where Chris is pointing up there, there’s that box and we were wondering if that is wood storage for the neighbor or is that yours?

Mr. Mario Aguilar responded as far as I know that’s the neighbor’s. That was existing. Like I said, I just bought it. If I have to I will remove it from there. That’s not a big deal.
Mr. Frank Franco stated as far as the patio and the wood storage container, they are over the property line and probably not within the requested setbacks that are required by the property. In order for everything to be in compliance even though we’re saying we’d probably be okay with the requested variance on the house, these other items should be remediated before everything is good.

Mr. Mario Aguilar stated I will do that. The storage is falling apart already so I can move it right away and the patio may take me a few days to remove it, cut it off or whatever I got to do.

Mr. Wai Man Chin asked is that patio on grade? It’s not raised above the ground.

Mr. Mario Aguilar responded it’s kind of raised above the ground. There’s some kind of blocks around.

Mr. Wai Man Chin asked is it above the ground by – or is it just blocks on the ground or concrete or pavers on the ground?

Mr. Mario Aguilar responded it looks like it’s cut blocks on the ground. Like I said I just bought it. I didn’t see much.
Mr. Wai Man Chin stated the corner is about two feet right now over the property line so basically if it’s a patio on grade it’s fine. You have to take off about two feet of that corner off from the neighbor’s property line. Like Frank said the wood storage also has to be moved away from the property line.

Mr. Mario Aguilar stated that’s not a big deal. Like I said, it’s a very old wood storage. I can just remove it right away.

Mr. David Douglas asked anybody else have any questions or comments?

Mr. Frank Franco stated I’d like to make a motion to close the public hearing for 2019-2.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye".

Mr. David Douglas stated the public hearing is closed.

Mr. Frank Franco stated I’d like to make a motion to approve case 2019-2 requesting a front yard variance where it’s required 40 and the proposed is 33.7 feet. It’s a SEQRA type II and all the encroachments to the adjoining properties need to be remediated during the permit process and prior to CO of issuance. No further compliance is required.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. David Douglas stated your variance is granted subject to the conditions that were discussed about the patio and the wood storage.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated so when you go back to the Building Department to continue working on the house or getting any necessary permits, they’ll have a copy of this Decision & Order so they won’t issue those permits, or as was mentioned the Certificate of Occupancy until those issues are addressed which you’re aware of.

Mr. Mario Aguilar stated okay, thank you very much.

B. Case No. 2019-3 
Building Permit Services, on behalf of Thomas & Linda Catalano, for a side yard variance for an existing deck located at 10 Lakeview Ave. East.

Mr. John Matthews stated good evening everyone.
Ms. Adrian Hunte stated good evening.

Mr. John Matthews stated Mr. Chairman, members of the board I thank you for your service. My name is John Matthews and I will be representing Alyssa Catalano Carbone on the property located at 10 Lakeview Avenue East. We stand here tonight to seek a variance on the side yard for an enclosed screened-in porch. Now there’s some history to the property. The subdivision with 12 lots which was subdivided in 1950 is an R40 zone but all 12 lots that are part of the subdivision are 23,000 plus square feet. So how is that possible? The house and the other houses meet all the setbacks for an R20 zone as we do, however, somehow we’re re-zoned or whatever happened to an R40 and the house still meets the R20 setbacks. So, with that said, that was Blue Ridge Gardens, 1950. We’ve had similar subdivisions that they called cluster subdivisions if you would, like Cortlandt Estates is one of them where it’s an R40 zone but we are R20 and we meet the setbacks in R20. What happened is, in this case Alyssa Catalano Carbone inherited the house from her mother and father who within the last six months had passed away. She didn’t do this. She didn’t self-create it. She inherited this. At the same time the structures are pretty old. They’ve probably been there 20 years. In the process of trying to get the house to be established so could sell the house because she can’t afford both houses, the house she’s in now and that house so she wants to sell this house, all this came about. We need a variance and side yard setbacks, and we’re encroaching by I think it was 6.4 feet. So we stand here in front of you tonight to request a variance for a side yard to allow the existing screened-in porch which is alongside the foundation of the home that is 11.7 feet and in the rear yard with the enclosed deck we’re 19.1. So we’re even farther away from the side yard with our screened-in porch.

Ms. Adrian Hunte stated this is my case Mr. Matthews. As you said, Ms. Carbone Catalano has inherited this so in terms of self-creation, even though the prior occupants or owners had perhaps had an issue and it is prior to zoning. The property was built apparently in 1962, correct, so I don’t see that there’s any adverse impact on the environment or detriment to the neighbors or any change to the characteristics of the neighborhood. In terms of alternatives, you are seeking a retroactive permit so that you can have proper, may be in compliance with an enclosed porch. I do want to state that we notice that there is a shed on the property that does not belong to the current owners and that we would just make a requirement that the owner or applicant send a certified return-receipt request letter to the owner of the property with the shed and we make a demand that that be removed and it should be copied to the Code Enforcement Department. With that said, I don’t see an issue with granting this variance. My colleagues on the board may have comments. 

Mr. Wai Man Chin stated no problem. 

Mr. Frank Franco stated I agree as well. It’s not increasing any variances to any degree more than they are currently.

Ms. Adrian Hunte asked anyone in the audience wish to speak? Hearing none, I make a motion that we close the public hearing on ZBA case #2019-3 for the property located at 10 Lakeview Avenue East, Cortlandt Manor, NY.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. David Douglas stated the public hearing is closed.

Ms. Adrian Hunte stated on case #2019-3 I make a motion that we grant the variance, side yard variance for the screened-in porch from a required 23.33 feet; proposed 17.8 feet for a variance of 5.53 feet, approximately 22.8% with the caveat or information that we should have a certified letter return-receipt requested sent to the neighbor demanding that that shed be removed and that that letter be copied to the Code Enforcement office. SEQRA type II action, no further compliance required.

Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 

Mr. David Douglas stated it’s granted with that condition about the letter.

Mr. John Matthews stated thank you.



*



*



*
OLD BUSINESS:
A. Case No. 2019-1 
Receive and file a Legal Memorandum from Zoning Board Counsel to the Zoning Board regarding jurisdictional, standing and consistency issues related to a request by Ralph G. Mastromonaco.

Mr. David Douglas stated good evening Mr. Mastromonaco.
Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated good evening.

Mr. David Douglas stated as we discussed at the work session we’d be happy to hear from you but the only issues to be discussed today have to do with the issues regarding jurisdiction standing and consistency. We don’t want to get into the underlying merits of the case.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated just out of curiosity I made this application to this board in October of last year, October 10th, and it’s now six months later. Is there any explanation that you can give me what took so long to get me here?

Mr. David Douglas responded things moved forward in due course.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated that’s an explanation.

Mr. David Douglas stated that’s an explanation and as I’ve said to you several months ago that you would have an opportunity, you’d be before this board and you’d have an opportunity to present what you wanted about these issues. I’m good for my word.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I guess there are several members of the board that weren’t here for the initial case and that was an article 78 case – that was my application to this board back some time ago to I guess overrule an interpretation that I had gotten from Michael Preziosi. I went to court. I filed an article 78. The board turned me down. I went to the court and as a result of that court decision they basically said that I cannot take opinions from Michael Preziosi, even though he was the Code Enforcement’s superior. I can only get that opinion from Martin Rogers. That was the only person I could get that opinion from on this Dakota concrete plant. So soon after that decision by the Zoning Board on December 28th, 2017 I wrote to Mr. Martin Rogers who is the person you’re supposed to be getting these interpretations from and asked him for the interpretation. That was in my letter December 28th, 2017 and since that time I have persistently requested that he give me some response. Is the Dakota operation, the concrete plant, is it a legal operation? Do they require a special permit? And never received an answer. The court in the article 78 gave me the power to come to this board in their footnote number 1. I don’t know how familiar you are all with that footnote.

Mr. David Douglas stated we are. That’s the footnote that said that you could come before the board if you had standing. That’s why you’re here.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I’ll move into the standing issue very simply. I could not have filed an article 78 on the same matter if I didn’t have standing, that’s number one. The fact that the court permitted me to make an appeal automatically means that I have standing. Now that’s in addition to the fact that your board, when we discussed this for six months, your board never denied me standing, never. Do you disagree with that?

Mr. David Douglas responded we’re just listening to what you have to say. And I’m not going to debate with you our Decision & Order from the last Decision says what it says. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated and there was no issue of whether or not I had standing. I don’t know how much in the North Shore interpretation for the Zoning Board of Appeals, I’m just going to read this into the record. Town Law 267-a(4): “allows an appeal to be taken by any person aggrieved or by an officer, department, board or bureau of the town. A person aggrieved would include the applicant for a permit that was denied or the owner of a property that is subject to an interpretation. Further, like with an article 78 proceeding, neighbors who are impacted by a development have standing to bring an appeal to the ZBA either individually or through an association.” They give the anecdote of the Zoning Board of Appeals case. October 4th, 2017 there was a letter to your board by my attorney. It’s part of that same file. This is by Jacob Amir. I won’t read the whole letter but this is the same letter that brought us to the article 78. There was no debate about whether or not I had standing in that case. 
Mr. David Douglas asked this is a letter from whom?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded that’s my attorney Jacob Amir, October 4th 2017. He appeared before this board. It says: “Mr. Mastromonaco resides within the vicinity of the subject [real] property and his application seeks relief from an adverse administrative action concerning the zone of interest to be protected by the statute,” in other words to Cortlandt Town Code. In the commentaries we’re talking about aggrievement: “aggrievement warranting judicial review requires a threshold showing that…”

Mr. David Douglas asked do we have this letter you’re reading from, Mr. Amir’s letter?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded this is the commentaries in that book, the black book. I forget the name of it.
Mr. David Douglas stated from McKinney. This is commentaries from the statute of the McKinney files.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded yes. It’s basically Douglas and Civil Association. “Aggrievement warranting judicial review requires a threshold showing that a person has been adversely affected by the activities of the defendants or respondents” or put in another way, that “it has sustained special damage different in kind and degree from the community generally. Traditionally this is meant that injury in fact must be pleaded and proved.” Then it goes onto standing principles. “Standing principles which are, in the end, matters of policy should not be heavy-handed in zoning litigation in particular. It is desirable that land use disputes be resolved under own merits rather than by preclusive restrictive standing rules. Douglas and Civic Association.”  In terms of the aggrievement, Mr. Kehoe has some video I’d like to place into the record. This is, when you’re talking about whether or not I’m affected by the operation that we are seeking, the operation that we are against, you have to really look at the -- what we hear, what we see from the apartment area which is very close in the proximity of the Dakota concrete plant. Now I would just preface this by saying that the point that we’re making here is that the Dakota concrete plant is a manufacturing operation. When I moved into that apartment, I assumed everything around me was legal. It turns out it isn’t.
Mr. David Douglas stated again, I don’t want to talk about the underlying merits.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I’m not asking you to make a decision. I’m just telling you it’s not legal. That’s my opinion. You don’t have to respond to it. I’m just saying.

Mr. David Douglas stated I’m just saying, stay to jurisdictional and standing issues because we don’t want to get into the merits.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated this isn’t a merit.

Mr. David Douglas stated well when you’re saying something’s not legal…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated that’s not a merit, it’s a fact. 

Mr. David Douglas stated just please stick to the subject.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated so if anyone wants to think that there’s no aggrievement here, I want to ask Chris to just play into the record the three videos that I have. One of the videos is at about 5:40 in the morning and that’s at the Dakota concrete plant. The other is at 5:45. I came up from the concrete plant back to the apartment and I just held my video camera sort of aimed at the concrete plant just so I could see the front porch. That was probably at 5:45. Probably around 8:45 I went out again and that’s another video. It’s a little lighter out and you can hear the hell that this concrete plant produces to the neighbors.

Mr. David Douglas asked these are videos you played at our work session?

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco responded yes.

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated well, one of them. 

Mr. David Douglas asked so this is what you played on Monday plus two others?

Mr. Chris Kehoe stated I think they’re all roughly 30 seconds.

Mr. David Douglas stated that’s fine.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I didn’t want to bore you.

[Video demonstrating sound emanating from Dakota concrete plant].

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated that’s at 5:40 in the morning. That’s at the plant itself at the property line. At 5:40 in the morning to be under that full operation, they probably had to start at 4:00 to load up the hoppers and get everyone going. One thing that is – this is the apartment. This is 5:45. 

[Video demonstrating sound emanating from Dakota concrete plant].

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated that’s at 5:47 in the morning. It’s right there. This operation runs day and night. There’s no control over its operation. This is around 8:45.

[Video demonstrating sound emanating from Dakota concrete plant].

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated that is part of the problem. The other part of the problem, which I won’t bore you with, is that those trucks to get to that site travel up and down the road. They’re the only trucks on the road at four in the morning, five in the morning and the concrete plant is basically a magnet for all types of truck traffic. Now, why am I here? The reason I’m here is because that’s illegal. Concrete plant should not be there. I have asked Mr. Rogers for his opinion. He will not give me an opinion. That’s why we’re here. I think I explained in my letter under the decision of the court and under the state’s town law why I’m here. If you have a definition of standing that beats mine I’m be happy to hear and I’ll try to respond to it if you tell me what your definition of standing is. I’m aggrieved. I live in the area. I made a request. I was denied a request. The action he took was a denial. The court agrees with me on that. I should point out, when we went to a conference with the court, before there was a decision, the judge’s attorney who we met with was quite explicit that…

Mr. David Douglas stated we’ve got the court’s decision and that’s…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated you don’t have the conference though. You don’t have the minutes of the conference.

Mr. David Douglas stated but it doesn’t – I’m familiar without the – I understand what’s relevant to us. We’ve got the court’s decision. Comments that the court attorney might have made are going to be irrelevant.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated his comments that led to that footnote.

Mr. David Douglas stated whatever led to the footnote, I don’t know what led to the footnote, but again we’ve got the decision. We’ve got the footnote and we’ve got materials you’ve given us. If there’s anything else you want to add about the jurisdictional standing that’s great, if not, then…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I would like to note you have the definition or your attorney has the definition that’s different from mine.

Mr. David Douglas stated what we’re going to do is, after tonight, we’re going to reserve decision on your situation and we hope to have a decision either at the next meeting or the meeting after.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated would it be possible to close this public hearing today? There’s nobody here.

Mr. David Douglas responded this isn’t technically a public hearing but we will close the matter...

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked this isn’t a public hearing?

Mr. David Douglas responded I don’t want to get caught up in the technicalities of what it’s called. We are giving you an opportunity to discuss the issues and if anybody else that’s in the public wants to discuss the issues we’ll hear them as well today.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated well there’s nobody here.

Mr. David Douglas stated right, that’s why we’re going to close the matter and we’re going…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked are you going to close the hearing?

Mr. David Douglas responded we’re going to close the matter that’s before us.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated okay.

Mr. David Douglas stated I don’t want to get caught up on wording. We’re going to close the public part of the consideration of your case. On the jurisdiction of standing and consistency issues and then we will issue a decision hopefully by the time of next meeting. It might be delayed to the meeting after that.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked so that would be a Decision & Order?

Mr. David Douglas responded it will be a Decision & Order, yes.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated a Decision & Order, okay. 

Mr. David Douglas stated that’s the intention, yes.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked and you don’t want to hear the substance?

Mr. David Douglas responded no. We don’t want to hear them because…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated well can I ask you something?

Mr. David Douglas responded no, let me explain. I think you know because we’ve talked about this many, many times, we want to deal with the threshold issues first before we get – if we ever have to get to the substance because that’s the way the system really works. We have to determine whether or not it’s properly before us. Do we have jurisdiction? Do you have standing, etc? And then depending on what we decide we’ll deal with the substance.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated this is a different board than we had the last time.

Mr. David Douglas stated it’s the same board. It may have somewhat different members but it’s the same board.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated there’s one, two, there’s three new members.

Mr. David Douglas stated but the new members also have copies of the judge’s decision. They have a copy of the Decision & Order that we rendered before. They have copies of everything that you’ve submitted. They have all this. It’s a lot of stuff and they’ve got it.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked but do any of the other members want to hear anymore about the underlying problems?

Mr. David Douglas responded we’ve discussed among ourselves. I don’t think that anybody wants to hear it at this point. This is how we’re handling the matter.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked you’re speaking for everyone on the board?

Mr. David Douglas responded actually I am. None of these people are shy and if I were saying something that they disagreed with I’m sure they would say they disagree with it.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked does anyone wonder where I’m coming from on the issue of…

Ms. Adrian Hunte responded that’s not the point.

Mr. David Douglas stated Mr. Mastromonaco you know perfectly well that this is the approach that we’re taking. We discussed it with you half a dozen times. We had a similar type of conversation on your prior application so there’s no need to fence with us. We’re trying to be fair to you. I have told you many times that we are being completely fair and open and listening to you and giving you an opportunity to speak about the issues that are in front of us right now. That’s what we’re doing. 

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I’m just – I feel frustrated because…

Mr. David Douglas stated you shouldn’t be frustrated. You’re getting the chance to talk about these issues that you had wanted. You had pushed to be in front of the board and we agreed to have you in front of the board and this is the first step. We have to focus on this first step to see if we have the power to go to the second step or not and that’s what we’re going to consider.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked if you have questions, if you’re going to make a decision on that, wouldn’t I have the chance to, before you make a decision, to see what your definition is and give me a chance to respond?

Mr. David Douglas responded no, we will come up with a Decision & Order which we will give a decision and we’ll have rationale for it. You may be happy with the decision, you may not be. That’s how the system works. 

Mr. Joshua Subin stated just to make note Mr. Mastromonaco. I advise the board. We can’t really give you criteria in terms of legal advice. I can’t advise you as how to make your presentation outside of the general advice we give to the community at large. If you need legal advice, you’re always welcome – you had a lawyer previously. You’re well familiar with the process and so we’re not here to advise you in that regard. We’re here to, as an appellate body…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated my feeling is that I think the issue of standing is quite clear. And I’ve said this before, if I don’t have standing who does? No one does.

Mr. David Douglas stated we’re going to consider the issue. That’s one of the issues we’re considering.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated all right thank you very much. Am I done?

Mr. David Douglas stated if you have nothing else to present to us, you’re done.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated I’m fine. I will be back at the next Zoning Board meeting and at that point you will have some…

Mr. David Douglas stated we should have a decision. If it turns out that we won’t have a decision at next month’s meeting and it’s gotten delayed to the following month we’ll advise you so you don’t waste your time showing up. The goal is to have it by next month.

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco asked is there any need for a conference with my lawyer and the town’s lawyer before you do this?

Mr. David Douglas responded I can’t speak to whether or not you – a lawyer or not. If you want to confer with your lawyer that’s, as Mr. Subin was just saying, that’s not for us to tell you whether you should…
Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated okay fine.

Mr. David Douglas stated and from our perspective there’s no…

Mr. Ralph Mastromonaco stated what I’m trying to do obviously is I don’t want to have to go back to court. It’s just a waste of time. This operation is pounding away over there and nobody seems to care except me, and certainly not the town. 

Mr. David Douglas stated thank you. Anybody else want to be heard on this case? What we’re going to do is we’re going to close this matter. As I told Mr. Mastromonaco we’re going to reserve decision and we hope to have a decision ready for next month or if not that then the following month.
Mr. Chris Kehoe stated and as you heard at the beginning, it’s May 22nd is the next meeting, not May 15th. It’s pushed back a week.

Mr. David Douglas stated on the agenda it says May 15th but it’s getting adjourned to May 22nd. 

*



*



*
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Wai Man Chin stated I move that we close the meeting. 
Seconded with all in favor saying "aye". 
Mr. David Douglas stated the April meeting is adjourned.

*



*



*
NEXT MEETING DATE: 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 22, 2019
1

