
 

Planning Commission Meeting Voting 
August 26, 2025 @ 6:30 PM 

This meeting is recorded for public record.  

 
  
Jim Cherry, Chair 

Quinton Birl 

Allen Burke 

Matther Clapp 

Thomas Dougherty 

Alex Katz 

Stephen Mitten 
 
  
 

 
  
Planning Commission Meeting:  
1) Call to Order 

2) Roll Call 

3) Announcements 

4) Citizen Comments on Items not on the Agenda 

5) Reports  

 a. Aaron Flook, Zoning Hearing Board 

 b. Thomas Dougherty, HARB 

6) Old Business 

 a. Approval of June meeting minutes 

 b. Approval of July meeting minutes 

 c. Planning Commission open issues 

i. Build-to line in the TC District 
ii. Rec Space, (97.A19.19) 

iii. 700 S. High St, West Chester University 
iv. Preservation ordinance 
v. Any other issues 

 

7) New Business 
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 a. 410 S. High Street - townhouse development 

8) Other Business 

9) Adjournment 

  
Visit www.west-chester.com for access to all attachments.   
Agendas are posted to www.west-chester.com by noon 3 business days prior to the meeting.  
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West Chester Borough Planning Commission (PC) Meeting Minutes 
June 24, 2025 

6:30 PM  

 

1) Call to Order 

Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM by Chairperson James Cherry 

2) Roll Call 

PC members present included A. Burke, J. Birl, J. Cherry, A. Katz  
PC members absent included  M. Clapp, T. Dougherty, S. Mitten 
 
3) Announcements 

4) Citizens Comments on items not on the agenda 

None. 

5) Reports 

6) Old Business 

a. Approval of May 2025 meeting minutes 

J. Cherry moved to approve the May 2025 minutes. J. Birl seconded the 
motion. 

There were no citizen comments. 

The motion passed with a vote of 4-0. 

b. Planning Commission Open Issues 

i. Build to Ordinance 

J. Cherry discussed the idea that maybe the zoning requirements for the TC district 
revert to previous zoning requirements, so rather than a “build-to line” for front and side 
yards, that we revert to a setback, previously being (0’) zero feet on front and side yard. 

T. Oeste said it could be as simple as proposing an amendment to the “zoning district 
table” and “summary table”. 

J. Cherry would like to provide some flexibility specifically along the street line, for   
relief at building entrances, building articulation, building corners, and relief at street 
trees. Discussed if there should be a percentage required. 
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T. Oeste clarified understanding of a build-to line, which requires building be built on 
that line, and if deviating from that line, a specific percent should be stated. The 
language should avoid terms such as “mostly” or “majority”. 

J. Birl always liked the idea of a setback line, (assuming most developers will maximize 
development potential of parcel) and will economically build to the line they can build to. 

J. Birl concern that if there is a build-to line and someone doesn’t want to build to it, they 
would require a variance. 

J. Cherry format should be same as side and rear yard requirements, just a setback. 

A. Katz asked what the impetus for change in the front yard “build-to line”.  

J. Cherry stated the last several large developments in the TC district were located 
adjacent to buildings which are inconsistent with the stated goals of reinforcing the 
street line (ie. Nudy’s adjacent to 330 Market St), and “matching adjacent” was not in 
the best interest of the Borough.  

A. Katz concerned consolidation of properties, still an issue, and potential for a flat wall 
at the street. 

J. Cherry setback still allows flexibility. 

J. Birl still need to negotiate the build-to with applicants. 

J. Cherry add a requirement in the HO districts, for additional number of feet of setback, 
to allow more daylight at street level and relief for street trees. 

A. Burke is good with the build-to-line the way it is. We have devoted a lot of time, so in 
favor of passing on this discussion. Doesn’t think changing will help reduce impact of 
larger buildings. 

J. Cherry reminder that Smart Growth requested the planning commission review the 
build-to ordinance, and the planning commission owes a recommendation to smart 
growth. 

J. Cherry by the time we see preliminary/final submissions from applicants, a lot of work 
and engineering has already gone into the project, prior to the ability to provide “big 
picture” feedback. Similar to what the planning commission added as a requirement on 
the “building height” ordinance, which requires the applicant provide a preliminary 
“pencil sketch” for review. 

J. Birl requested maybe we add the requirement for preliminary assumptions, prior to 
submission. 

J. Cherry will table the issue and take back to the work session. 

T. Oeste take a look at the word “adjacent”. 

 
ii. Rec Space or fee-in-lieu 
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Tom Oeste stated his office recommends not doing anything with the present ordinance 
until the “WCB comprehensive park and recreation plan” is complete. Tom Oeste is 
hoping that something in that plan provides a basis for calculating the fee-in-lieu. 
Borough can’t require the fee but must be done by agreement. It is a lot easier in a 
township with a lot of ground, but in the Borough, ground is at a premium.  

A. Burke, thanked Tom O. for his work on this, but is struggling with the design 
guidelines. Allen noted that he understood from Tom O that recreation space can be 
private if an agreement between is made between governing authority and developer.  

A. Burke still struggling with private/public recreation space, may want to take another 
look at it.  

Tom Oeste reiterated that this is a very complex issue, especially in a Borough where 
land is a premium. 

A Burke would like to address in the design guidelines 97.A.19.19 thinking that it needs 
to be removed, as well as removing the image “rooftop courtyard public space”. 

A Burke will forward to the planning commission the suggested short-term fix for review 

 
iii. Preservation Ordinance 

T. Dougherty not present, issue is tabled 

 
iv. Any other issues 

7) New Business 

a. 700 S High Street, West Chester University Master Plan Report 

J. Cherry not sure of timeline, but would like a presentation, A Burke, believes there 
may be one in the near future. 

J Cherry would like the intersection of High and Rosedale as well as the pedestrian 
crossing mid-block on Rosedale across from the Student Center, for the safety of 
student.  

J Cherry if anyone has specific issues, gather those thoughts, so we can include them 
in a letter. 

A Burke our deadline should be one-month before Borough Council. 

General discussion on the various issues addressed in the report. 

b. Jason Birl resignation 

Moving on to the PA State Architects Licensure Board, congratulations, and thank you 
for your expertise and contribution to the Borough. 
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8) Adjournment 

J. Cherry moved to adjourn the meeting. A. Burke seconded the motion. The 
motion passed with a 4-0 vote and the meeting was adjourned at 7:45 PM 
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DRAFT
West Chester Borough Planning Commission (PC) Meeting Minutes 

Regular Meeting 
July 29, 2025 

6:30 PM  

1) Call to Order 

Meeting called to order at 6:30 PM by Chairperson James Cherry. 

2) Roll Call 

PC members present included A. Burke J. Cherry, M. Clapp, and S. Mitten. PC 
members absent included Q. Birl, T. Dougherty and A. Katz. 

3) Announcements 

None. 

4) Citizen comments on items not on the agenda 

None. 

5) Reports 

None. 

6) Old Business 

a. Approval of June 2025 meeting minutes 

J. Cherry noted that not enough PC member present at the June meeting were 
present at this meeting to review and vote on the minutes. Therefore, review and 
approval of the June 2025 meeting minutes were tabled until August. 

b. 700 S. High St, West Chester University presentation of the West Chester 
University Master Plan Report by Conrad Talley, AIA, Principal Ewing 
Cole and Brian L. Nagle, Attorney, Principal MacElree Harvey 

Presentation of Master Plan by WCU 

B. Nagle (MacElree Harvey, Ltd) introduced the Master Plan and provided 
background on the conditional use application and approval process. B. Nagle 
noted the following: 

• Earlier WCU projects went through the conditional use approval process 
without a Master Plan; 

1
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DRAFT
• The Planned University Campus (PUC) District ordinance in the Borough 

Code requires future projections; noted the conditional use approval is for 
the Master Plan itself, not for individual projects described in the Master 
Plan 

• The Master Plan does not include details for each project - the 
development applications for each project will provide the details for 
review 

• Projects shown on the Master Plan will not necessarily be completed 
based on funding availability, timing, etc; 

• Reviews of the Master Plan are being completed by the municipalities, 
neighbors, PC, consultants, etc. 

• An extension was granted to the Borough by the applicant (WCU) until 
end of November to allow for reviews; 

• If significant changes occur, the Master Plan can be updated and go back 
through the conditional use process;  

• The College Arms apartment complex is not in the PUC District - it is 
shown in the Master Plan, but not part of the conditional use application. 

T. Comitta (TCA) noted that it was “excellent” to have this dialogue with the WCU 
and it is a “breath of fresh air.” 

C. Talley (Ewing Cole) identified the numerous planning team members, 
consultants, stakeholders etc., summarized the planning process, noted the high 
level issues being addressed, including deferred maintenance, student housing, 
and community/connectivity. The remainder of C. Talley’s presentation focused 
on the projects described in the Master Plan within the 0-5 year timeline. 

Question and Comments 

A. Flook (Director of Building, Housing and Codes Enforcement) asked if WCU 
was interested in bringing College Arms into the PUC District; B. Nagle indicated 
there is interest in discussing it with the Borough. 

T. Comitta requested the presentation - J. Cherry noted the presentation was 
received and should be on the website. 

T. Comitta provided history/background on TCA’s previously-submitted and 
highlighted the following specific comments: 1) consider refilling the position of 
landscape architect for WCU for future projects to allow for continuity between 
projects and enhancement of the Borough’s street tree program; 2) consider 
creation of a wayfinding/signage program to reinforce connectivity goals; 3) 
consider creation of a crosswalk program to ensure student safety, particularly at 

2
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busy intersections such as Rosedale and High and Rosedale and Church; 4) 
consider a gateway feature at Nields and Church; 5) consider using a “wedding 
cake” concept for future building heights, where the tallest buildings are located 
near the center of the PUC District; and 6) note the “sleeper opportunity” for 
graceful growth of WCU offsite on SW corner of Rosedale and Church. 

J. Cherry asked for rough numbers relative to the WCU student body and beds; 
Michelle (WCU) indicated there were currently ~5,400 beds on campus; C. Talley 
noted a modest increase to 5,600 beds after 5 years based on online/offline beds 
and planned renovations. 

A. Burke read from prepared comments directed at both the WCU and the 
Borough (see attached). 

M. Clapp provided the following comments/questions: 

• Noted apparent inconsistencies regarding student housing and bed 
numbers listed in the Master Plan Report, Appendix B (Student Housing 
Development Study), Appendix C (Student Housing Study), Appendix D 
(Transportation Impact Study) and Appendix E (Parking Study). B. Nagle 
requested an email identifying perceived inconsistencies in student 
housing numbers and beds. Matt said he would send an email 
summarizing his findings. 

• Noted potential errors in the Borough, township and PUC District 
boundaries shown on the map on Page 5 in Appendix B (Student Housing 
Development Study). 

• Suggested combining Appendices B and C into one Appendix B for clarity 
and consistency with Code requirements. 

• Asked if several recommendations in the Appendix D (Transportation 
Impact Study) were considered and if not, why they were excluded. C. 
Talley noted those recommended projects were excluded because they 
were deemed lower priority than the projects described in the Master Plan. 

• Noted that Borough Code Section 112-314.G(1)(b) requires that “specific 
TDM strategies and measures shall be specified for each of the following 
users: 

(1) Students residing within the district.


(2) Students who commute from a residence outside the PUC District.


(3) Employees.


(4) Visitors/special event attendees.


3
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These users are not addressed specifically.


• Noted the parking study presented in Appendix E was based on Fall 2029, 
but the transportation impact study presented in Appendix D was based on 
2040 and wondered if there were any potential gaps or disconnects based 
on this discrepancy. 

S. Mitten asked if there has been any consideration for connecting Tigue Rd. to 
High St./Route 202; B. Nagle noted that was a discussion for West Goshen 
Township, but indicated there had not been discussion and that was not likely in 
the future; S. Mitten noted his concern regarding the effects of student housing 
on the Borough (the increased pressure on services, inflation of rental and 
housing costs, etc.), but said he appreciates WCU’s recognition of and attempt to 
address this issue. 

T. Comitta asked how WCU intends to make a decision regarding 
pedestrianization of Church St., particularly if Borough refuses to vacate Church 
St.; B. Nagle reiterated that WCU just don’t know if/when that will happen; C. 
Talley indicated the “key components” or “key elements” of the Master Plan 
(improvements to student housing, student services, etc.) will carry on 
regardless; C. Talley noted he sees pedestrianization as beneficial to students 
and Borough as a park-like community space, but he’s uncertain what the first 
“domino” would be to start that process. 

T. Comitta requested “Rammy” (the WCU Ram statue) stay in the Borough but 
that the surrounding space be improved. 

A. Burke asked if WCU’s position would be that if/when conditional use approval 
is obtained, then WCU could claim Church St. “by right;” B. Nagle said no -  
pedestrianization of Church St. would still require a separate act/decision by  
Borough Council. 

J. Cherry indicated support for pedestrianization of Church St., citing student 
safety; he indicated his primary concerns were at the perimeters where vehicles 
meet with pedestrians (specifically, Rosedale and High); noted “campus creep” 
(Saxby’s, etc.) and suggested consideration of including those areas into the 
PUC District; reiterated the issue of student housing and its effects on the 
Borough. 

T. Comitta suggested WCU consider how homecoming parade could be effected/
improved through the pedestrianization of Church St. 

A. Flook noted his job as Director is not to say yes or no to any project, but to 
facilitate the process; he made himself available to the WCU team to answer 
questions, get information, improve communication, etc. 

4
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L. Kearns (BC candidate) asked about the conditional use approval process; she 
noted the former process required conditional use approval for each project, but 
now conditional use approval is obtained for the Master Plan; B. Nagle noted any 
component/project in the Master Plan will proceed through the land development 
application process, with all required Borough reviews per the SALDO. 

M. Clapp noted the existing Borough tree program and the need to coordinate 
with the Tree Commission for each project; B. Nagle noted he was familiar with 
the process and they will not skip any steps. 

J. Cherry asked who is taking care of all sidewalks/walkways/pathways 
improvements and where they will be addressed; B. Nagle noted they will have to 
be incorporated into each of the projects as they are reviewed/completed; A. 
Flook noted those improvements should be included in the land development 
plans. 

T. Oeste (Borough Solicitor) noted we only have one consultant’s review  letter 
(TCA) and that the PC should consider waiting until all consultant reviews have 
been completed to move on the Master Plan; B. Nagle reiterated that an 
extension had been granted and that neighbor meetings were being scheduled in 
September; T. Oeste also noted the Borough and West Goshen are attempting to 
coordinate on consultant reviews of the Master plan and cited an attempt to hire 
one consultant for traffic review as an example. 

c. PC Open Issues 

i. Preservation Ordinance 

J. Cherry requested this item be added to the agenda for the next Smart Growth 
meeting; N. Scimone said the next meeting was scheduled on August 13; J. 
Cherry indicated two members of PC will attend; A. Burke noted he would 
forward the Preservation District map to A. Flook and the Smart Growth 
committee. 

ii. Review and Discussion of Build-to Ordinance draft 

J. Cherry noted that this issue was tabled for now and would be addressed in a 
separate working session. 

iii. Recreation Space and Fee in Lieu (97.A.19.19) 

J. Cherry presented the photo and text to be removed; however, he noted the PC 
did not have a quorum to move on this issue tonight. 

T. Oeste asked about the status of the development of the Borough’s Recreation 
Plan; N. Scimone thought a draft would be ready in the next month or so. 

7) New Business 

5
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DRAFT
None. 

8) Other Business 

A. Flook noted he met with the applicant for 210-214 Washington to review the 
applicant’s revised plans; the Borough is trying to determine if a reduction in existing 
non-conformity for building coverage can be approved per the Code; A. Flook doesn’t 
think so, but will support applicant in trying to expedite the variance application process 
with the Zoning Hearing Board (ZHB) and will try to get the project on the agenda for the 
ZHB meeting in August. 

A. Flook also noted the PC is supposed to be “made aware of” ZHB variance 
applications; to that end, he described two variance applications that were heard/
discussed yesterday:  

1. 531 Marshall St. - setback for garage and driveway - this application was 
continued;  

2. Melton Center - changeable copy/tex light (illuminated sign) - the application was 
granted with 3-4 conditions (a transcript was requested for inclusion in variance 
text); N. Scimone noted these issues went through the BC, which requested the 
Solicitor attend these hearings. 

3) Adjournment 

J. Cherry moved to adjourn the meeting. M. Clapp seconded the motion. The 
motion passed with a vote of 7-0 and the meeting was adjourned at 8:45 PM.

6

Page 12 of 67



Attachment 1

WCU Campus Plan 7/29/2025

Planned University Campus District was proposed in 2017 and approved July 2021. It listed 8 goals 
to improve difficult interaction between WCB and WCU. It was proposed by WCB and West Goshen 
not by WCU.

This is a new and better day in the history of WCU/WCB relations. In my opinion, WCU appears to 
have begun the process in a professional and straightforward manner. It is also encouraging that 
WCU is not planning the dramatic enrollment increase we had feared. This is the first activity since 
the PUC adoption so we should be mindful that we will be setting a procedural blueprint for future 
development with WCU.

The Plan Narrative clearly states that we are addressing the Conditional Use question only. Each new 
building will still need to be approved by BC with our guidance at some point in the future. So, in no 
way should this be seen as a conventional Land Development Plan.

One of our challenges is that we have lived with a philosophy of determining parking and student 
housing needs based on the supposition that our current state is satisfactory and therefore each new 
plan should address only the impact of that structure. 

Key issues

Plan does address work East of High st. which is not in the PUC area.

Is there student housing and parking adequate to absorb enrollment increase?

• Losing 200 parking spaces by closing Church & University et.al. (3,746=>3,542) (If all went to 
students 21.7%=>20.5%) There appears to be capacity in existing parking structures, but most 
WC residents know how much students hate to pay for parking. So the question is what are 
their plans to change the student car policy.

• Enrollment 17,245=>17,274 +29 Housing 5,349=>6,239  +890 31%=>36% 

Our core responsibility is to protect the health, safety and welfare of the people West Chester. 
Accordingly pedestrian safety along south High and west Rosedale demand attention given the 
closing of Church & University combined with the addition of 3 apartment complexes containing 585 
new parking spaces we know are coming just a few blocks North. These can only increase traffic 
along south High. The borough made a tragic mistake when the Justice Center and garage were built 
and we must be vigilant. Should we seek an independent safety assessment? The 549 page traffic 
study gave us no insight into how to address this. 

While this plan appears to confine WCU’s objectives geographically, the reality is that nothing 
happens in a vacuum and we must be mindful of the other borough issues we face. Our 
Comprehensive Plan obligates us to “Coordinate with the university to develop a workforce housing 
program.” “by decreasing rentals and increasing home ownership…”(pg 14)  We have discussed this 
issue since the plan was developed in 2016 and our progress is modest. There are 4,781 apartments 
in the borough. Enough to house roughly 15,000 people. Enough that just 10% of them could begin to 
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address this opportunity. Our Comprehensive plan states “The neighborhoods have reached a point 
of saturation in their ability to absorb student housing and still maintain quality of life for non-student 
residents. There is general agreement that the supply of Off-campus student housing in the borough 
cannot be allowed to increase any further.” But the students need a home. If we ever hope to address 
this imbalance, this is the moment. This plan provides for significantly more student housing on 
campus, but is it adequate? In truth, we have no idea how the University arrived at their number, but 
we should. We are here to protect the interests of West Chester and students are preventing us from 
having the attainable housing we need.  Our response to this plan should be to insist on more student 
housing on campus so that the livability and diversity we all want in the borough can be 
accomplished. 

In conclusion, we have learned that it is the University’s intention to hold public meetings to seek 
feedback from the community. We applaud this and hope we will be given the opportunity to comment 
further once we hear their reaction.
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Borough of West Chester 
(Draft) Preservation Overlay Ordinance

“The underlying premise of this plan is that new development and preservation are 
complementary elements of a planning strategy …”  Comp Plan 2016

Intent. The purpose of this Preservation Overlay Ordinance is to enable new 
development that is compatible with the traditional neighborhood character of the 
Borough. It seeks to re-legalize the construction of fine-grained, traditional buildings 
that contribute to the historic fabric and scale of the Borough—building forms which 
have been rendered nonconforming under more recent zoning ordinances.

Overlay District. The Preservation Overlay District shall align with the boundaries 
established by the 2005 National Register Historic District Boundary Increase.
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General Standards. 
a. Lots with a width of 14’, 16’, 18’, or 20’ may be created, provided all structures 

conform to the Preservation Ordinance Design Standards.  
I. Lots may take principal access from a public alley or newly created Mews 

right-of-way (ROW), provided all buildings meet the Preservation Design 
Standards. 

II. When the principal street address is an existing street, one or more 
buildings on the lot shall be oriented to front the existing street, and 
additional building may utilize the alley or new Mews ROW as the primary 
access to the building.  

III. Lots may front a new Mews right-of-way or inner-block courtyard within an 
existing block provided all buildings meet the Preservation Design 
Standards.  

IV. Mews ROW shall be a maximum of 30’ wide and a minimum of 18’ wide 
and shall meet the following standards; 

i. A stoop or transitional space of a minimum of 5’ shall front all lots. 
This stoop shall be paved in brick, stone or gravel. It may include 
planters, tree wells and front steps. It should extend from the 
Cartway to the front face of the building. 

ii. On street parking is optional. It must be accommodated as part of 
the cartway and not allowed to encroach upon the 5’ minimum 
stoop area. 

Architectural Design Standards 
a. Single Family Detached, Single Family Semidetached and Single Family Attached 

Dwelling Units maybe be built on these lots as long as they meet the following 
Design Standards; 

(1) Solid load-bearing masonry walls constructed with a minimum of two 
wythes of brick, consistent with historic construction practices in the 
Borough. 

(2) Openings in the exterior wall must use a structural brick arch, wood or stone 
lintels as used in the historic buildings of the Borough. 

(3) Roof to pitch front/back so that front facade of building to include eave. 
Brick corbel or decorative eave at front facade as used in the historic 
buildings of the Borough. 

(4)  Half round gutters and downspouts  
(5) If shutters are used, they must be half the width of the window opening (see 

detail from HARB Guidelines) 
(6) Window openings on second and third floors should be aligned as 

customary in the historic buildings of the Borough.
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Dimensional Requirements

Parking. 
a. 1 new off-street parking space shall be provided for each new dwelling unit.  
b. Where a private ROW (traditional Mews)  is created, any on-street parking spaces 

provided can count toward the parking spaces required by the dwelling units.

“The purpose of a community’s Comprehensive Plan is to look to the future and design a 
roadmap in the form of policies, recommendations and strategies for future 
development, redevelopment and conservation…While the plan itself is not a 
regulation, it should be used to inform future laws such as zoning, subdivision and 
land development regulations, and it should guide decisions regarding future 
development and redevelopment, capital improvements and related public 
expenditures.” Comp Plan 2016

Standard Requirement

Lot Width 14’ min; 20’ max

Lot Area No minimum

Front Yard (Build-to) Match adjacent on existing streets; 0’ in 
TC or Mews

Side Yard Setback 0’ (still subject to building code fire 
separation requirements for openings)

Rear Yard Setback 5’

Height Max 3 stories

Building Coverage Max 90% (TC standards and consistent 
with historic Borough fabric)

Impervious Coverage Max 95% (TC standards and consistent 
with historic Borough fabric))
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Images and text from the HARB Guidelines
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Illustration showing how openings on second and third floors 
should be aligned as customary in the historic buildings of the 
Borough.

Illustration showing a possible development under the 
Preservation Ordinance. 

Page 19 of 67



Page 20 of 67



Page 21 of 67



Page 22 of 67



INTEGRATED APPROACH  TO GROWTH

GUIDE NEAR AND LONG-TERM 
DEVELOPMENT

IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL CAPITAL COSTS

ESTABLISH CRITERIA FOR 
EVALUATING POTENTIAL 

PROJECTS

PRIORITIZED NEEDS

PROVIDE A FRAMEWORK FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECTS & 

GOALS
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BOROUGH OF WEST CHESTER / WEST GOSHEN TOWNSHIP** PASSHE

5-Year plan for Borough of West Chester & West Goshen Township 0-5 Short Term 5-10 Mid Term 10-20 Long Term
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STUDENT 
LIFE
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ADMISSIONS

ATHLETICS

FACULTY & 
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FOUNDATION
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BUILDINGS 
GROUNDS
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LOT 
M1
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ZONING

112 Attachment 2

Borough of West Chester

Appendix B
Zoning Summary Table

112 Attachment 2:1 Supp 128, Oct 2021
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SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT

[Amended 12-17-2019 by Ord. No. 20-2019] 97 Attachment 1:39 Supp 124, Dec 2019Page 65 of 67



SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT

[Amended 12-17-2019 by Ord. No. 20-2019] 97 Attachment 1:40 Supp 124, Dec 2019Page 66 of 67
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