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 On January 26, 2021, Petitioner, Highlander Charter School (“Highlander”), wrote the 

Commissioner and requested that she notify the General Treasurer to withhold state aid from 

Respondent, East Providence School District (“EPSD”), due to EPSD’s refusal to reimburse 

Highlander for what Highlander claims is the statutorily-mandated portion of the cost of services 

provided by Highlander to a resident of East Providence who attended Highlander’s pre-

kindergarten program (the “Pre-K Program”).  Subsequently, Highlander made a similar request 

to the Cranston School District (“CSD”), which allegedly refused to reimburse Highlander for 

six (6) Cranston residents attending the Pre-K Program.   

I.  Jurisdiction, Burden of Proof and Procedural History 

 The Commissioner has jurisdiction over Highlander’s claims under R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-

39-1, which confers jurisdiction over “any matter of dispute . . . arising under any law relating to 

schools or education.” Id.   And as in most cases before the Commissioner, the petitioner – here, 

Highlander – has the burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence.   See, e.g., Parents of 

CD v. McWalters, 2005 WL 1984450 (Superior Court, August 15, 2005) (Dimitri, J.), slip. op. at 

*5-*6.  However, it also should be noted that: 

‘the term “burden of proof” embraces two different concepts—the burden of 

production and the burden of persuasion. Murphy v. O’Neill, 454 A.2d 248, 250 

(R.I. 1983). ‘The “burden of persuasion” refers to the litigants’ burden of 

establishing the truth of a given proposition in a case by such quantum of 

evidence as the law may require and it “never shifts.’” Id. The burden of 

production, also referred to as the ‘burden of going forward with the evidence,’ 

DeBlois v. Clark, 764 A.2d 727, 732 n.3 (R.I. 2001), “‘shifts from party to party 

as the case progresses.’” Murphy, 454 A.2d at 250. 

 

Cranston Police Retirees Action Committee v. City of Cranston, 208 A.3d 557, 573 (2019).   

 Thus here, while the burden of proof always remained with Highlander, if Highlander 

was able to establish its prima facie case, the burden of persuasion would then shift to the 

Respondents, i.e., EPSD and CSD.  
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 Highlander articulated its basic legal argument in its January 26, 2021 petition to the 

Commissioner (the “Petition”), and on February 9, the undersigned Hearing Officer ordered 

EPSD to show cause why the Petition should not be summarily granted.  EPSD responded by 

raising a number of legal arguments and claimed a right to a hearing on the merits.  See 

Memorandum of Law Outlining EPSD’s Legal Position on Mandatory Payment for Highlander’s 

Pre-Kindergarten Program and Request for Hearing on any Material Facts in Dispute dated 

March 2, 2021 (“EPSD’s Mem.”).   Highlander then filed a legal memorandum in reply.  See 

Highlander Charter School’s Reply to East Providence School District’s Legal Position on 

Mandatory Payment for Highlanders Pre-Kindergarten Program and Request for Hearing on 

any Material Facts in Dispute dated March 12, 2021 the (“Highlander Mem.”). 

 On May 17, 2021, Highlander filed a similar petition with the Commissioner requesting 

that an order withholding a portion of state education aid issue against CSD as a result of CSD’s 

alleged refusal to reimburse Highlander for six (6) Cranston residents attending the Pre-K 

Program in what became RIDE Case No. 2018A.  CSD then moved to consolidate the two 

petitions on May 19, 2021, and RIDE Case Nos. 21-009A and 21-018A were consolidated by 

agreement.  The parties also agreed to waive an evidentiary hearing with respect to the 

undisputed facts stated below.   

 Highlander submitted its legal memoranda on March 12, 2021, see Highlander Charter 

School’s Reply to East Providence School District’s Legal Position on Mandatory Payment for 

Highlanders Pre-Kindergarten Program and Request for Hearing on any Material Facts in 

Dispute (“Highlander’s March Mem.”), and the Respondents replied.  See EPSD’s Memorandum 

of Law Outlining EPSD’s Legal Position on Mandatory Payment for Highlander’s Pre-

Kindergarten Program and Request for Hearing on any Material Facts in Dispute dated May 2, 
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2021 (“EPSD’s May Mem.”); and CSD’s Memorandum of Law Outlining CSD’s Legal Position 

on Mandatory Payment for Highlander’s Pre-K Program dated June 3, 2021 (“CSD’s Mem.”). 

 Finally, at the parties’ request, oral argument was conducted before the undersigned 

hearing officer via Zoom on June 4, 2021.1 

II.  Statement of Undisputed Facts 

 

 1. Highlander has operated as an independent charter school approved by the 

Council on Elementary and Secondary Education (the “Council”) since 2000, and is the only 

charter school in the state that operates a pre-k program. 

 2. On October 20, 2020, the Council, following the recommendation of the 

Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (“RIDE”), extended Highlander’s charter, 

which included a description of the Pre-K Program, for two (2) years, and the Charter is now 

scheduled to expire at the end of the 2022-23 school year.2    

 3. The Pre-K Program provides educational services to children between the ages of 

two (2) years eight (8) months and six (6) years of age and operates one or more sessions daily.  

 A. Agreed Facts Applicable to EPSD 

 

 4. On or about August 17, 2020, Highlander sent an invoice in the amount of 

$36,571.50 to EPSD for the payment of its first quarter per pupil share with respect to eighteen 

(18) East Providence resident-students enrolled at Highlander.   

                                                           
1 By agreement, the argument was recorded and subsequently, a written transcript was created by an authorized 

court reporter.    
2 EPSD has taken the position that the Pre-K Program was not an “approved” program since Highlander did not 

follow the separate two-tier approval process set forth under RIDE’s Regulations on Comprehensive Early 

Childhood Education (Cece) Programs, 200 R.I. Admin. Code 20-10-6 (establishing a two-tier approval process).  

However, as will become clear, there is no need to reach that issue here.  But see Metropolitan Regional Career and 

Technical Center v. Chariho Regional School District, RIDE No. 010-16, aff’d. in C.A. No. PC-2017-1866 

(Superior Court, February 26, 2019) (Carnes, J.), slip op. at 9 (compliance with statutory and regulatory funding 

requirements and/or program’s regulatory compliance is not basis for local district’s refusal to provide 

reimbursement with respect to a career and technical program under § 16-7.2-5(b)).       
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 5. On September 10, 2020, EPSD made partial payment to Highlander in the amount 

of $34,539.75, deducting $2,031.75 from its payment representing the amount billed for one (1) 

resident-student (“Student AR”), who was enrolled in the Pre-K Program. 

 6. Student AR is a resident of East Providence and has been enrolled in the Pre-K 

program through the entirety of this dispute. 

 7. On October 1, 2020, Highlander sent its second quarter invoice in the amount of 

$38,603.25 to EPSD. 

 8.  On November 10, 2020, EPSD again made a partial payment to Highlander, this 

time withholding $4,063.50, the amount billed for Student AR. 

 9. On January 15, 2021, Highlander sent its third quarter invoice to EPSD in the 

amount of $40,635, which included the alleged arrears from the first and second quarters. 

 10. On February 23, 2021, EPSD again made a partial payment to Highlander in the 

amount of $34,539.75 and withheld an additional $2,031.75 (the amount billed for Student AR). 

 11. On April 7, 2021, Highlander sent its fourth quarter invoice to EPSD in the 

amount of $40,635, which included the alleged arrears from the first, second, and third quarters. 

 12. On May 11, 2021, EPSD again made a partial payment to Highlander in the 

amount of $32,508 and withheld an additional $2,031.75 (the amount billed for Student AR). 

 13. Thus, the amount currently in dispute between EPSD and Highlander with respect 

to Student AR totals $8,127.00. 

 B. Agreed Facts Applicable to CSD 

 

 14. On January 15, 2021, Highlander sent its third quarter invoice to CSD in the 

amount of $95,185.50, for the payment of its per pupil share with respect to forty-six (46) 

Cranston resident-students enrolled at Highlander. 
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 15. On March 12, 2021, CSD made a partial payment to Highlander in the amount of 

$80,700.75 and withheld an additional $12,415.50 from its payment with respect to six (6) 

students enrolled in the Pre-K Program.3  

 16. On April 7, 2021, Highlander sent its fourth quarter invoice to Cranston in the 

amount of $99,324.00. 

 17. On May 11, 2021, CSD again made a partial payment to Highlander in the 

amount of $88,977.75 and withheld an additional $10,346.25 from its payment with respect to 

five (5) students then enrolled in the Pre-K Program. 

 18. The amount currently in dispute between CSD and Highlander with respect to 

CSD’s resident-students enrolled in the Pre-K Program totals $22,761.75.  

III.  Positions of the Parties  

 

 A. Highlander 

 Highlander cites to the Charter Public School Act of Rhode Island (the “Charter School 

Act”) and specifically, points to R.I. Gen. Laws § 16–77–6.1(b), which provides that: 

[a] charter public school may include any grade up to grade twelve (12) or any 

configuration of those grades, including kindergarten and prekindergarten. If 

specified in its charter, a charter public school may also operate an adult 

education program, adult high school completion program, or general education 

development testing preparation program. 

 

Id. (emphasis added), see Petition at 1; Highlander Mem. at 4-5.  Highlander then makes the 

point that the state’s public education funding formula provides that: 

[l]ocal district payments to charter public schools, Davies, and the Met Center 

for each district's students enrolled in these schools shall be made on a quarterly 

basis in July, October, January, and April; however, the first local-district 

payment shall be made by August 15, instead of July. Failure of the community to 

make the local-district payment for its student(s) enrolled in a charter public 

                                                           
3 The total difference between the third quarter invoice and CSD’s payment was $14,484.75. Of this amount, 

Highlander credited $2,069.25 to CSD for reasons not related to this dispute. As such, the relevant amount allegedly 

in arrears is $12,415.50. 
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school, Davies, and/or the Met Center may result in the withholding of state 

education aid pursuant to § 16-7-31. 

 

R.I. Gen. Laws § 16–7.2–5(d) (emphasis added) (see Highlander Mem. at 5).  According to 

Highlander, when read together, these two provisions make clear that Respondents are obligated 

to make payments for their residents enrolled in the Pre-K Program “as a matter of law,” and 

“[t]o find otherwise, would render both R.I. Gen. Laws, § 16-77-6.1(b) and RIDE’s continued 

authorization of Highlander’s Pre-K Program meaningless.”  See Highlander Mem. at 5.  

 Highlander suggests that the lack of an express legislative statement with respect to the 

dispositive issue does not logically lead to the conclusion that the General Assembly intended to 

preclude payments to charters for pre-k programs.  According to Highlander, adopting that 

position: 

 . . . would mean that local school districts would have no obligation to pay for 

any resident-student enrolled at an independent charter school, regardless of 

grade. For example, RI Gen. Laws, § 16-77-6.1(b) also does not contain any 

express language requiring East Providence to pay for its 2nd grade resident-

students or its 11th grade resident-students. Yet, without explicit statutory 

instruction, East Providence makes its quarterly payment for those students. 

 

Highlander Mem. at 4-5.   

 Finally, Highlander claims that Respondents have misread Kingston Hill Academy v. 

Chariho Regional School Dist., 21 A.3d 264 (R.I. 2011), which Highlander argues merely stands 

for the proposition that local school districts are directed by § 16–77.1–2(e) “to make quarterly 

payments...for the number of students from its district actually enrolled in the charter schools 

each quarter.” See id. at 5 (quoting Kingston Hill Academy, 21 A.3d at 274 (emphasis provided 

by Highlander)); see also Highlander Mem. at 5-6 (discussing Metropolitan Regional Career 

and Technical Center v. Chariho Regional School District, RIDE No. 010-16, aff’d. in C.A. No. 

PC-2017-1866 (Superior Court, February 26, 2019) (Carnes, J.)).   
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 B. Respondents  

 

 Respondents EPSD and CSD argue that even though the Charter School Act recognizes 

that a charter public school may legally include pre-k, “Highlander’s ability to create programs 

does not automatically equate to a concomitant financial obligation from a sending local 

education district absent a state mandate requiring such payment — and there is none.”  See 

EPSD’s Mem. at 3; CSD’s Mem. at 2-3.  According to EPSD, “following Highlander’s logic 

would lead to the absurd, requiring EPSD to pay Highlander for any person of any age who 

enrolls in any Highlander program sanctioned by § 16-77-6.1, e.g. for a twenty-five-year-old 

adult in grade eleven (11) attending a high school completion program, or students in an adult 

education program, or a 6-month-old child receiving day care services under the guise of a ‘pre-k 

program.’”  Id. at 5.  

 In addition, Respondents note that the Charter School Act provides that:   

 [t]t is the intent of the general assembly that funding pursuant to this chapter shall 

be neither a financial incentive nor a financial disincentive to the establishment of 

an independent charter school. Funding for each independent charter school shall 

consist of state revenue and municipal or district revenue in the same proportions 

that funding is provided for other schools within the sending school district(s). 

 

EPSD Mem. at 5; CSD Mem. at 4 (quoting R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-77.3-5(a) (emphasis added)).  

And EPSD argues that “[m]andating [a local school district] to fund Highlander’s program 

places all districts on an unequal footing with Highlander . . . by provid[ing] Highlander with the 

opportunity to operate a state and locally funded program which neither the State nor a district 

can afford to provide universally” and which the state “never intended to fund and certainly not 

just for public charter schools.”  See EPSD Mem. at 5, 7 (citing R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-7.2-4 

(determining district’s share of state education aid)); see also CSD Mem. at 5.  
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 Moreover, Respondents argue that the fact that pre-k programs are not part of the state’s 

compulsory school attendance law evidences the Legislature’s intent not to compel districts to 

pay for such programs just because they are offered by a charter school.  See EPSD Mem. at 5-6; 

CSD Mem. at 5-6.  And according to EPSD, the reference to a local school district’s “students” 

in §§ 16–7.2–5(d) and 16-77.1-2(e) refer exclusively to those students subject to the state’s 

compulsory attendance law.    

 Finally, CSD argues that “[i]f the Commissioner decides in Highlander’s favor, she will 

effectively be creating a new compulsory education law that would require public school districts 

to fund general education for children as early as age 3 — or perhaps earlier.  That is beyond her 

grant of power from the RI General Assembly.”  CSD Mem. at 9 (citing R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-1-

5).4 

IV.  Decision 

 The case presents what appears to be a relatively simply legal question:  Did the General 

Assembly intend that local school districts should reimburse charter schools for children residing 

in their districts who attend charter school pre-k programs in the same manner that the districts 

reimburse charter schools for programs providing educational services to resident children in 

kindergarten and in grades one through twelve?    

 At first glance, the statutory provisions relied upon by Highlander – i.e., R.I. Gen. Laws § 

16-77-6.1(b) (quoted supra), which permits charter schools to operate pre-k programs, and §§ 

16–7.2–5(d) and 16-77.1-2(e) (also quoted supra), which refer to the quarterly payments 

required of local school districts with reference to “each district’s students enrolled” in a charter 

school – appear to support Highlander’s claim that “clear and unambiguous” statutory language 

                                                           
4 R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-1-5 simply details the Commissioner’s duties, which include “approv[ing] the distribution of 

state school funds in accordance with law and the regulations of the [Board of Education].”  Id. at (5). 
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mandates that the above question be answered in the affirmative.  Thus, Highlander argues that it 

has met its burden of proof by establishing that:  (1) residents of East Providence and Cranston 

were actually enrolled in the Pre-K Program; (2) Highlander tendered quarterly invoices to the 

Respondents that included their statutory per pupil share with respect to the children enrolled; 

and (3) Respondents failed and refused to pay.   

 Respondents, on the other hand, contend that Highlander’s statutory interpretation would 

lead to what it considers an absurd result, i.e., mandating that local districts contribute quarterly 

with respect to resident students enrolled not only in charter pre-k programs, but also as to those 

enrolled in the other charter programs explicitly referenced in § 16-77-6.1(b), which includes 

“adult education program[s], adult high school completion program[s], [and] general education 

development testing preparation program[s].”  Id.   

 Our Supreme Court has emphasized that “‘[w]hen interpreting a statute, our ultimate goal 

is to give effect to the General Assembly’s intent. * * * The best evidence of such intent can be 

found in the plain language used in the statute.  Thus, a clear and unambiguous statute will be 

literally construed.’”  Id. at 271.5  Here, the statutory language relied upon by Highlander is only 

“clear and unambiguous” if read in a vacuum, without reference to certain other provisions of the 

Charter School Act or the state’s compulsory school law, as will be discussed.  Yet, doing so 

would ignore the “well-settled” rule of statutory construction that “statutes which are not 

inconsistent with each other and relate to the same subject matter are in pari materia and should 

be considered together so that they will harmonize with each other and be consistent with their 

                                                           
5 Citing Steinhof v. Murphy, 991 A.2d 1028, 1036 (R.I.2010) (quoting State v. Germane, 971 A.2d 555, 574 

(R.I.2009)). 
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general object and scope.”  Berthiaume v. School Committee of Woonsocket, 121 R.I. 243, 249, 

397 A.2d 889, 893 (1979).6  

 The state’s compulsory attendance statute applies to “[e]very child who has completed, or 

will have completed, six (6) years of life on or before September 1 of any school year, or is 

enrolled in kindergarten, and has not completed eighteen (18) years of life.”  See R.I. Gen. Laws 

§16-19-1(a).7  Thus, although pre-k programs are regulated by the Commissioner,8 neither 

traditional public school districts nor charter schools are legally required to provide such 

programs.9  By contrast, under the Full-Day Kindergarten Accessibility Act, R.I. Gen. Laws § 

16-99-1, et seq., school districts are required to offer full-day kindergarten programs for children 

“who ha[ve] attained, or will have attained, five (5) years of age on or before September 1 of any 

school year,” at least if the district wants to qualify for state education aid.  See R.I. Gen. Laws 

§§ 16-2-27 and 16-99-3(c).10   

 Admittedly, the fact that school districts are not legally required to provide pre-k 

programs does not, standing alone, address the statutory language relied upon by Highlander nor 

conclusively establish that the Legislature did not intend that local school districts be required to 

                                                           
6 Quoting Providence Teachers Union, Local 958 v. School Committee, 108 R.I. 444, 449, 276 A.2d 762, 765 

(1971). 
7 Moreover, in order to be eligible to enroll in first grade, a child must have completed six (6) years of life on or 

before September 1 of any school year” as well as “a state recognized or accredited kindergarten program.”  See R.I. 

Gen. Laws § 16-2-28.   
8 See Early Childhood Education Regs., 200 R.I. Admin. Code 20-10-6 (establishing a two-tier approval process); 

see also R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-48.1-1, et seq. (regulating personnel).  Pre-k programs and certain other educational 

services to very young children are considered in chapter 48 of title 16 of the Rhode Island General Laws, which 

concerns “private nursery schools and other regular programs of educational services to children between the ages of 

two (2) years eight (8) months and six (6) years of age where the schools and programs operate one or more sessions 

daily,” excluding “bona fide kindergarten and nursery classes which are part of a nonpublic elementary school 

system.”  See R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-48-1.   
9 Other than as required under the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (the “IDEA”).  However, 

programs providing special education services, for which there is some federal aid available, are not at issue here.   
10 “Full day kindergarten” is defined as a program “that operates a minimum of five and one-half (5 ½ ) hours or 

three hundred thirty (330) minutes of actual school work, excluding lunch, recess periods, common planning time, 

pre- and post-school teacher time, study halls, homeroom periods, student passing time and any other time that is not 

actual instructional time.”  See R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-99-3(a). 
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reimburse a charter school for a resident enrolled in its pre-school program.  After all, children 

enrolled in pre-k programs are included in the calculation of a local district’s “average daily 

membership” under the state’s public education funding formula, which is defined (with certain 

immaterial adjustments) as including “[t]he aggregate number of days of membership of all 

pupils enrolled full time in grade twelve (12) and below, except that pupils below grade one who 

are not full time shall be counted on a full-time equivalent basis . . .” R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-7-

22(a) (emphasis added).11 This increase to a district’s “average daily membership” would, of 

course, increase the amount of state aid to which a district providing a pre-k program would 

otherwise be entitled.12  

 As noted by our Supreme Court, the Charter School Act is no “model of clarity.” 

Kingston Hill Academy, 21 A.3d at 272.   However, the Act does make clear that a local school 

district’s obligation to reimburse charter schools under §§ 16–7.2–5(d) and 16-77.1-2(e) is 

limited to “each district’s students enrolled.” Id. (emphasis added).  Thus, even though pre-k 

students are counted as part of a local district’s average daily membership under the funding 

                                                           
11 Under the funding formula, a school district’s per pupil share, i.e., the “local share”, is an amount fixed by statute, 

and although the figure varies by district, it is the same regardless of the child’s age or grade or the cost to the 

charter of providing the educational services.  See R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-7.2-5(b) (“The local share of education 

funding shall be paid to the charter public school . . . by the district of residence of the student and shall be the local, 

per-pupil cost calculated by dividing the local appropriation to education from property taxes, net of debt service, 

and capital projects, as defined in the uniform chart of accounts by the average daily membership for each city and 

town, pursuant to § 16-7-22, for the reference year.”).  Moreover, § 16–77.1–2(b) provides that: 

[i]n addition to all state aid to education paid to a local district pursuant to chapter 7.1 of this title, the state 

will pay an additional amount to the district for each student from this district who is attending a charter 

public school. The additional amount of state aid per pupil shall be five percent (5%) of the districts per 

pupil cost. The additional state aid shall be for the purpose of assisting local school districts to undertake 

the indirect costs borne by a district when its student attends a charter public school. 

Id. 
12 However, EPSD’s claim that Highlander and other charters would be provided “with the opportunity to operate a 

state and locally funded program which neither the State nor a district can afford to provide universally,” see EPSD 

Mem. at 5 (emphasis added), has not been established, nor is it likely that it could be.  Whether the state could afford 

to mandate pre-k programs is a highly speculative factual issue that neither party here has even attempted to address. 
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formula, it nonetheless is logical to assume that these statutory references to a district’s students 

refer exclusively to resident children subject to the state’s compulsory attendance law.   

 Moreover, EPSD has presented no evidence that the Legislature intended to link the list 

of permissible charter school programs under § 16-77-6.1(b) with the financial obligations of a 

local school district under §§ 16–7.2–5(d) and 16-77.1-2(e).  In fact, the Charter School Act 

makes clear that state funding “shall be neither a financial incentive nor a financial disincentive 

to the establishment of an independent charter school,” R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-77.3-5(a), and the 

Act also makes clear that “a charter school shall be deemed to be a public school acting under 

state law . . .” See § 16-77-3.1(b).13  Yet, under Highlander’s interpretation of the Act, local 

districts would have to contribute to charter schools not only with respect to residents in pre-k 

programs, but also as to those enrolled in the various adult education programs permitted under § 

16-77-6.1(b).  Thus, charters would be provided with a financial incentive not available to local 

school districts in violation of the Act.14  

 In short, the statutory language relied upon by Highlander is a slender reed upon which to 

base the conclusion that the General Assembly intended that local school districts – which are 

not themselves required to provide pre-k programs – should be required to contribute financially 

to such programs when operated by a charter school.  If the General Assembly had intended to so 

significantly expand the financial responsibility of local school districts, it would have done so 

expressly.  Thus, in the absence of either express statutory language or some more persuasive 

                                                           
13 That same language is repeated with respect to district charter schools, see R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-77.2-5, and 

mayoral academies, see R.I. Gen. Laws § 16-77.4-5.   
14 Whether requiring districts to reimburse charter schools for resident children in pre-k programs would create the 

kind of financial incentive to charter schools disfavored under the Charter School Act would depend upon a variety 

of factors, and it appears the answer may vary by district.  In any event, that multi-faceted question has not been 

addressed in any detail by any party here. 
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indication as to legislative intent, it is apparent that Highlander has failed to meet its burden of 

proof as to that intent. 

V.  Order 

 

 For all the above reasons: 

1. RIDE Nos. 21-009A and 21-018A are hereby consolidated for purposes of 

administrative convenience, without prejudice to any right either party 

would have had in the absence of such consolidation; and  

 

2. Highlander’s petitions requesting that the Commissioner notify the General 

Treasurer to withhold state aid from EPSD and CSD due to their refusal to 

reimburse Highlander for residents attending Highlander’s Pre-K Program 

are hereby denied. 

 

 

        
       ______________________________ 

     ANTHONY F. COTTONE, ESQ.,   

     as Hearing Officer for the Commissioner 

 

 
______________________________                  

ANGÉLICA INFANTE-GREEN,       

Commissioner  

 

July 15, 2021 
 


