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“TECHNOLOGY IS A USEFUL 
SERVANT BUT A DANGEROUS 
MASTER.”

-Christian Lous Lange
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PERSONAL DEVICE SCANDALS

• Former Sec. of State Hillary Clinton

• U.S. Rep. Anthony Weiner

• New England Patriots Quarterback Tom Brady

• U.S. Rep. Tim Murphy
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WHAT CONSTITUTES A 
PERSONAL DEVICE?
• Cell phones

• iPads and Tablets

• Chromebooks

• Laptops

• Desktops

• Email

• Text Messages

• Educational Apps (ClassDoJo, Edmodo, 
Google Classrooms, Remind)

• Text Messaging Apps (Whatsapp, Facebook 
Messenger, Google Hangouts)

• Social Media Apps (Twitter, Facebook, 
Instagram, Snapchat)

HOW ARE SCHOOL 
PERSONNEL USING THEM?

6



3/8/2018

4

LEGAL FRAMEWORK
• Searches and Seizures

• Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments

• O’Connor, City of Ontario and subsequent cases

• Reasonable Expectation of Privacy

• What is a Reasonable Search?

• State Constitutional Provisions

• Stored Communications Act
• History

• Voluntary Disclosures

• Compelled Disclosures 7

SEARCH AND SEIZURE

Amendment IV of the US Constitution: The right of the people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, 
shall not be violated, and no warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported 
by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the 
persons or things to be seized.

“The Fourteenth Amendment, as now applied to the States, protects the citizen against 
the State itself and all of its creatures—Boards of Education not excepted.” 

West Virginia State Bd. of Ed. v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624, 637, 63 S.Ct. 1178, 1185 
(1943).

8
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SEARCH AND SEIZURE

Types of Employee Investigations:

•Criminal Investigation- Led by law enforcement 

with school personnel playing a secondary role; or

•Non-criminal Investigations- Led by school 

personnel.
9

SEARCH BY PUBLIC EMPLOYERS
O’Connor v. Ortega, 480 U.S. 325, 105 S.Ct. 733 (1985).

Facts: 

• Dr. Magno J. Ortega was a physician at a state-owned hospital in California. His primary responsibility was 
training young physicians in psychiatric residency programs. 

• Dr. Ortega was accused of mistreatment of residents and sexual harassment of female hospital employees 
and was placed on administrative leave by the hospital while an investigation was conducted. 

• During the investigation, the hospital searched Dr. Ortega’s office to secure and inventory state-owned 
property located in his office. 

• Investigators searched and seized several items including: a Valentine’s day card, a photograph, and a book 
of poetry all sent to Dr. Ortega from a former resident. These items were used to impeach the former resident 
during Dr. Ortega’s appeal before the State Personnel Board, following his dismissal by the hospital.

10
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SEARCH BY PUBLIC EMPLOYERS
O’Connor v. Ortega, 480 U.S. 325, 105 S.Ct. 733 (1985).

Procedure: 

• Dr. Ortega filed suit, alleging violation of his Fourth Amendment rights against unreasonable 
search and seizure of his office.

• District Court granted summary judgment for the hospital, concluding that the search was 
reasonable.

• Ninth Circuit COA affirmed in part and reversed in part, finding that Dr. Ortega had a 
reasonable expectation of privacy and that the hospital search violated Dr. Ortega’s Fourth 
Amendment rights.

• Supreme Court granted cert. 11

SEARCH BY PUBLIC EMPLOYERS
O’Connor v. Ortega, 480 U.S. 325, 105 S.Ct. 733 (1985).

Holding: 

Justice O’Connor, writing for a plurality, established the following two-part test to be 
applied in determining whether a Fourth Amendment violation has occurred during a 
non-criminal workplace search: 

1) Determine whether the employee has a reasonable expectation of privacy in the 
area being searched (decided on a case-by-case basis), and

2) Determine whether the search was reasonable under the circumstances.

12
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OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Facts: 

• The City of Ontario, California operates the Ontario Police Department (OPD).   Jeff Quon was a Sergeant in the 
department and a member of the SWAT team.   

• In October 2001, the city purchased 20 alphanumeric pagers capable of sending and receiving text messages.  The 
city’s service contract with Arch Wireless allotted to each pager a certain number of characters that could be sent or 
received each month before incurring an overage fee.   

• The city issued the pagers to the SWAT team, including Quon, to assist in communication and mobilization of the unit.   

• Prior to purchasing and distributing the pagers, the city had adopted a “Computer Usage, Internet and E-mail policy” 
that applied to all employees.  Quon signed a statement acknowledging that he had read and understood the 
computer policy in March 2000.   

• While the computer policy did not address text messages specifically, in April of 2002, through a staff meeting and 
written memorandum signed by Chief of Police Lloyd Scharf, police personnel were informed that the city would 
apply the policy to text messages in the same way it applied to emails. 

13

THESE THINGS?

This Photo by Unknown Author is licensed under CC BY-SA
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OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Facts (continued): 

• Within the first two billing cycles, Quon had exceeded his character limit twice.

• Lt. Stephen Duke, the officer responsible for the city’s contract with Arch Wireless, “told Quon about the 
overages and reminded him that the messages sent to the pagers were considered email and could be 
audited.”  Lt. Duke went on to tell Quon that “it was not his intent to audit an employee’s text messages to 
determine if the overage was  due to work-related transmission” and recommended that Quon reimburse the 
city for the overage fee instead of having his text messages audited.  Quon then wrote a check for the 
amount.  

• Within the next few months, Quon repeatedly exceeded his character limit. 

• This prompted the Chief to direct Lt. Duke to determine “whether the existing character limit was too low” 
(meaning that the officers using the phone for work-related purposes did not have enough characters and 
were being forced to reimburse for work-related expenses) or, instead, “if the overages were because of 
personal matters.”  

15

OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Facts (continued): 

• The Chief directed Lt. Duke to request transcripts of text messages sent in August and September 
by Quon and the other employees who had exceeded the character allowance.  

• Lt. Duke requested this information from the wireless carrier, reviewed the transcripts and 
discovered that many of the messages sent and received on Quon’s pager were not work-related 
and some were sexually explicit.  

• The Chief shared this information with Internal Affairs, which began an investigation.  

• The investigation discovered that Quon had sent or received 456 messages during work hours in 
the month of August 2002, of which no more than 57 were work-related.  Quon had sent as many 
as 80 text messages during a single day at work. 

• At the conclusion of the Internal Affairs investigation, Sergeant Quon was allegedly disciplined. 16
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OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Procedure: 

• Quon filed suit in District Court alleging among other things that the City, the department, the Chief and the 
Arch Wireless (Defendants) had violated of his Fourth Amendment rights.

• Using O’Connor, the District Court decided that Quon had a reasonable expectation of privacy in the content 
of his text messages. The remaining issue was whether the audit of Quon’s text messages was nevertheless 
reasonable. 

• The District Court held a jury trial to determine the purpose of the audit, and the jury concluded that the Chief 
ordered the audit to determine the sufficiency of the character limits.  The District Court held that the 
defendants did not violate Quon’s Fourth Amendment rights.

• The case was appealed to the COA where the lower court was reversed, in part.  COA agreed that Quon had 
a reasonable expectation of privacy in his text messages but found the search unjustified.

• The Defendants appealed the COA decision to the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court granted cert. 17

OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
“Cell phone and text message communications are so pervasive that some 
persons may consider them to be essential means or necessary instruments for 
self-expression, even self-identification.  That might strengthen the case for an 
expectation of privacy.  On the other hand, the ubiquity of those devices has 
made them generally affordable, so one can counter that employees who need 
cell phones or similar devices for personal matters can purchase and pay for 
their own.  And employer policies concerning communications will of course 
shape the reasonable expectations of their employees, especially to the 
extent such policies are clearly communicated.”

City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. at 760 (2010).18
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OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Three Assumptions:

1.  Quon had a reasonable expectation of privacy in this text message on the 
pager provided to him by the city;

2.  The city’s review of the transcript constituted a search within the meaning of 
the Fourth Amendment; and

3.  The principles applicable to a government employer’s search of an 
employee’s physical office apply with at least the same force when the 
employer intrudes on the employee’s privacy in the electronic sphere. 19

OWNERSHIP OF THE DEVICE
City of Ontario v. Quon, 560 U.S. 746, 130 S.Ct. 2619 (2010).

Holding:

Applying O’Connor, the Court ruled that the Department’s warrantless search 

was reasonable at its inception and the measures adopted were reasonably 

related to the objectives of the search and not excessively intrusive.

20
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DOES THE DEVICE MATTER?
Larios v. Lunardi, 2016 WL 6679874 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 14, 2016).

California Highway Patrolman Larios was issued a work phone and had a 

personal phone.  After coming under investigation by the CHP, Larios was told 

that he had to turn over his personal phone to “conduct a data extraction to 

retrieve all work product.”   Under threat of “charges/disciplinary action,” 

Larios turned over his personal phone. When Larios’ phone was returned to him, 

phone calls had been made from it and “all of the information stored on the 

phone had been searched and downloaded.” Larios filed suit.

21

DOES THE DEVICE MATTER?
Larios v. Lunardi, 2016 WL 6679874 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 14, 2016).

The District Court rejected the defendants’ claim that a CHP policy justified the 

search of Larios’ personal cell phone. Where the policy provided that “[w]ork 

stored on any type of electronic device is the property of the state and must 

be relinquished upon demand.” [Emphasis added] However, the District Court 

held that the policy was “silent” as to whether CHP officers had to submit their 

personal cell phones to such inspection.
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WAIT, WHAT?
This Photo by Unknown Author is licensed under CC BY
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DOES THE DEVICE MATTER?
Larios v. Lunardi, 2016 WL 6679874 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 14, 2016).

The District Court held that “the measures purportedly adopted by [CHP] to 

search [Larios’] phone were not at all reasonably related to the objectives of 

the search and were, to the contrary, excessively intrusive under the 

circumstances.” Therefore, the Court ruled that the CHP violated the Fourth 

Amendment rights of Larios.

24
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WHAT ABOUT EMAIL?
Hoofnagle v. Smyth-Wythe Airport Commission, 2016 WL 3014702 (W.D. Va. May 24, 2016).

• Charles Hoofnagle was the Operations Manager of Mountain Empire Airport. Smyth-Wythe Airport 
Commission (Commission) was a public entity and a political subdivision of counties and towns that governed 
the Mountain Empire Airport. 

• Hoofnagle had a Yahoo email account that he used for both personal and work purposes. 

• On February 16, 2013, Mr. Hoofnagle sent an email that blasts U.S. Senator Tim Kaine for his position on gun 
issues.  Mr. Hoofnagle signs this email “Airport Operations Manager, Mt. Empire Airport.”   

• Shortly after seeing this email, Mr. Hoofnagle’s employment was terminated by the Commission.  

• The Chair of the Commission then accessed Mr. Hoofnagle’s Yahoo email account, using the password provided 
by the airport secretary in order to retrieve business records of the airport.   There is disagreement regarding 
whether Mr. Hoofnagle authorized the Commission or its members to access his email account.

25

WHAT ABOUT EMAIL?
Hoofnagle v. Smyth-Wythe Airport Commission, 2016 WL 3014702 (W.D. Va. May 24, 2016).

• The court used the Quon court’s analysis to come to the conclusion that Mr. Hoofnagle’s Fourth 
Amendment rights were not violated.  

• The court established at the outset that Mr. Hoofnagle had a reasonable expectation of 
privacy in his email account and the only question that remained was the reasonableness of 
the search. 

• The court reasoned that the Commission’s search of Mr. Hoofnagle’s email for business records 
was reasonable at its inception and was reasonable in scope because the Chair of the 
Commission only viewed Mr. Hoofnagle’s account for 30-40 minutes to determine whether 
there were any emails that contained important airport business that they needed to preserve.

26
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REASONABLE EXPECTATION OF 
PRIVACY
An employee’s expectation of privacy may be reduced by:

• Operational realities of a workplace;

• Reasonable regulation or policy;

• Actual workplace practices or procedures; and

• Nature of the employee/employer relationship.

27

WHAT IS A REASONABLE SEARCH?
For a search to be reasonable it must be: 

1) Reasonable at the inception, and 
A search is “justified at its inception when there are reasonable grounds for suspecting 
that the search will turn up evidence that the employee is guilty of work-related 
misconduct, or that the search is necessary for a non-investigatory work-related 
purpose such as to retrieve a needed file.” 

2) Reasonable in the scope of the intrusion.

“A search will be permissible in scope when the measures adopted are reasonably 
related to the objectives of the search and not excessively intrusive in light of the 
nature of the misconduct.”

28
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STATE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS
• Many State Constitutional provisions mirror the Federal Constitution against unreasonable searches and 

seizures. 

• Ten State constitutions have explicit clauses addressing or related to right of privacy. 

• For example, Article I, Section 4 of the Florida Constitution provides “the right of the people to be secure in 
their persons, houses, papers and effects against unreasonable searches and seizures, and against the 
unreasonable interception of private communications by any means, shall not be violated.” 

• In August 2014, the people of Missouri voted to approve Amendment IX to the state constitution which revised 
Article I, Section 15. 

• Amendment IX provides constitutional protections from unreasonable searches and seizures for electronic data or 
communication such as that found on cell phones and other electronic devices. While expectations of privacy are 
subject to change, interpretations of state constitutions that provide protection for electronic communications will likely 
be slow to change, but should be monitored regularly.

29

STORED COMMUNICATIONS ACT
• In 1986 Congress adopted the Stored Communications Act (“SCA”), 18 U.S.C. §§ 2701-2712, 

which limits the ability of governmental entities, like public school districts, and private parties 
from obtaining information stored maintained by a third-party provider.  

• The SCA was created in response to the Supreme Court’s decision in Smith v. Maryland, 442 
U.S. 735, 99 S. Ct. 2577 (1979). 

• In Smith, the Court held that a criminal defendant’s Fourth Amendment rights were not violated 
by the installation of a pen register by the telephone company at the request of law 
enforcement.  The Court reasoned that the defendant did not have a reasonable expectation 
of privacy in numerical information he voluntarily conveyed to the telephone company.

30
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STORED COMMUNICATIONS ACT
• The SCA created criminal and civil consequences for a third-party electronic 

communication service provider (ESP) if it releases electronic communications, like 
emails and text messages, to government actors or private parties without an 
applicable exception.

• Examples of ESPs: Verizon, AT&T, Google, Yahoo, and Facebook

• Voluntary Disclosures (2 types)
• Release a log of communications (not including the contents of communications); or

• Release of the contents of a communication. 

• Compelled Disclosure

31

VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE EXCEPTIONS

Release a log of communications

• Compelled disclosure to law enforcement; 
• With the lawful consent of the customer or subscriber; 
• Necessary to provide the service or to protect the rights or property of the ESP; 
• “To a governmental entity, if the [ESP], in good faith, believes that an emergency 

involving danger of death or serious physical injury to any person requires 
disclosure without delay of information relating to the emergency;” 

• To the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children;  or
• To any person other than a governmental entity.

32
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VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE EXCEPTIONS

Release of the contents of a communication

1. To an addressee or intended recipient or their agent; 
2. Authorized by law or court order pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2517, 18 U.S.C.  §

2511(2)(a), or 18 U.S.C. § 2703; 
3. “[W]ith the lawful consent of the originator or an addressee or intended 

recipient of such communication, or the subscriber in the case of remote 
computing service;” 

4. “[T]o a person employed or authorized or whose facilities are used to forward 
such communication to its destination;” 

33

VOLUNTARY DISCLOSURE EXCEPTIONS

Release of the contents of a communication (continued)

5. Necessary to provide the service or to protect the rights or property of the ESP; 
6. To the National Center for Missing and Exploited Children; 
7. To a law enforcement agency when (i) the contents were inadvertently obtained 

by the ESP; and (ii) appear to pertain to the commission of a crime;  or
8. “[T]o a governmental entity, and the [ESP], in good faith, believes that an 

emergency involving danger of death or serious physical injury to any person 
requires disclosure without delay of communications relating to the emergency.”

34
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COMPELLED DISCLOSURE
1. The ESP is issued a search warrant pursuant to Federal or State Rules of 

Criminal Procedure (no notice to the customer is required); 

2. Prior notice is given to the customer by the governmental entity, and the ESP is 
issued an administrative subpoena pursuant to a Federal or State statute, a 
grand jury, or a trial subpoena*;  or

3. Prior notice is given to the customer by the governmental entity, and the ESP is 
presented with a court order pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 2703(b).

* NOTE: The SCA provides no exception that permits an ESP to release the contents of 
electronic communications pursuant to a civil subpoena.  This issue has been argued 
multiple times with the same outcome.

35

ISSUES PRESENTED BY SCHOOL BUSINESS 
CONDUCTED VIA PERSONAL TECHNOLOGY

School District 
Statutory and 

Regulatory 
Compliance Issues

Student IssuesLitigation 
Issues
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SCHOOL DISTRICT STATUTORY AND 
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ISSUES

Public Records 
Laws

Record 
Retention Laws

37

SCHOOL DISTRICT STATUTORY AND 
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ISSUES

Public Records 
Laws

• Most state laws provide a comprehensive 
definition for what constitutes a public record. 

• Most provide that public records, regardless 
of format or location, remain public records 
subject to public inspection.   

• In the digital age, the definition of public 
record has expanded as technology has 
advanced and can include:  email, text 
messages, electronically stored data, etc.

• Basic question to ask in determining whether 
an electronic record is a public record is, 
“Was it created in the furtherance of public 
business?”

38
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SCHOOL DISTRICT STATUTORY AND 
REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ISSUES

Record 
Retention Laws

• Many educators are unaware that 
the records they have on their 
personal devices may be subject to 
a state records retention schedule.  

• A school district may run afoul of 
obligations under the applicable 
records retention requirements if it: 

• is unaware that the record exists; or 

• is unable to obtain the record from the 
employee’s personal device.  

39

STUDENT ISSUES

FERPA IDEA

40
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FERPA
• Education records are “records that are 1) directly related to a student; and 2) 

maintained by the educational agency or institution or by a party acting for the 
agency or the institution.”

• Owasso Indep. School Dist. 1-011 v. Falvo, 534 U.S. 426, 122 S. Ct. 934 (2002), 
clarified the meaning of “maintained” and a person “acting for” an educational 
institution for purposes of FERPA.   
• Maintained: To keep in existence or continuance; preserve; retain and suggests records would 

be kept in a filing cabinet in a records room (or central repository) at the school or in/on a 
permanent secured database.

• Acting for:  Agents of the school, such as teachers, administrators, and other school employees.

41

FERPA(CONTINUED)

• In applying Owasso, courts have used the limited definition of “maintained” to 
exclude emails from the definition of education records if those emails are not stored 
in the student’s file that is maintained by the district.

• By a similar analysis text messages and other electronic data would not meet the 
definition of an education record.

• U.S. Dept. of Ed.’s Family Policy Compliance Office (“FPCO”) has cast a broader net 
in determining whether an email constitutes an education record when it is not stored 
in the student’s file.

• Pay close attention to case law developments in your jurisdiction.
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IDEA
• IDEA uses the FERPA definition of education records.

• IDEA provides an expedited timeline for providing records (e.g. before an IEP meeting, before 
a hearing, or resolution session).

• IDEA provides heightened rights to inspect and review education records.
• “[T]he right to a response from the participating agency to reasonable requests for explanations and 

interpretations of the records,” 

• “[T]he right to request that the agency provide copies of the records containing the information if failure 
to provide those copies would effectively prevent the parent from exercising the right to inspect and 
review the records,” and 

• “[T]he right to have a representative of the parent inspect and review the records.”

43

Heightened 
Rights

Lack of 
clarity 

regarding 
e-records

Conflict

IDEA(CONTINUED)
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IDEA(CONTINUED)

• In special education disputes, the failure to provide records that the school 
district did not believe to be “education records” “maintained” by the agency 
is often recast as a purposeful and/or deceitful withholding of information.  

• Once in due process litigation, if discovery is allowed in the jurisdiction, when 
records are provided through discovery that were not provided pursuant to a 
previous education records request, the due process case can quickly be 
diverted to an allegation of misconduct on the part of school officials with 
regard to records.

45

IDEA(CONTINUED)

Parents have the right to meaningful participation in their child’s 
individualized education program (IEP).   

As part of this participation, parents are entitled to review 
records in advance of an IEP meeting (as well as some other 
meetings associated with due process actions).  

The failure to provide access to education records often plays a 
role in claims that a student was denied a free appropriate 
public education (FAPE), where the parent was denied access to 
records before an IEP meeting (and therefore, as the argument 
goes, was denied meaningful participation). 
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LITIGATION ISSUES

47

• Two major issues:

• E-discovery by opposing parties of the employee’s personal device; and 

• Third-party subpoenas of school business records on the employee’s device. 

• E-discovery subjects the employee’s personal device to be inspected, copied, tested, 
or sampled by the opposing party. 

• Third-party subpoena of the school records contained on the employee’s personal 
device must be turned over to the third-party requester unless and until: 

• the subpoena is quashed; or 

• the employee is otherwise released from the subpoena. 

• E-discovery and third-party subpoenas can be time consuming and expensive.

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS
ADDRESSING EMPLOYEE USE OF PERSONAL DEVICES FOR 

SCHOOL BUSINESS

48
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #1- Create a Board policy that clearly establishes the 
school district’s expectations regarding employee use of 
personal devices for school business.
• Prohibit employee use of personal devices for school business.

• Permit employees to use their personal devices, but require them to consent to reasonable searches 
of their devices.

• Permit employees to use their personal devices, but limit their use to a single application or select 
group of applications. 

49

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #2- Address the use of personal devices by 

employees in collective bargaining agreements (CBA).

50
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #3- Provide professional development about the downsides 
of employee use of their personal devices for school business.
• The employee is opening their personal life to potential review by a court; 

• The employee is giving an increased level of access to themselves for students and parents, which may 
change expectations regarding communications, and can be burdensome and time consuming; 

• Using a personal device creates the opportunity for the employee’s intentions and integrity to be 
challenged; and 

• The employee is paying for the personal device, not the school district, so they are unnecessarily 
spending money out-of-pocket for work-related business.

51

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #4- Address use of personal devices in third-party 

service provider contracts.
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #5- When employees leave the district, make sure 

that any school business records, including those on their 

personal device, are transferred to the school district.

53

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #6- Teach school administrators and teachers how to 

diplomatically refuse to share their personal account 

information with parents.
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #7- Review any state laws that regulate or prohibit 

school employee communications with students via 

electronic communication.

55

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #8- Thoroughly understand the record retention laws 

for your jurisdiction.
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #9- Have at least a basic understanding of how 

different personal devices and applications work.

57

TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

Tip #10- Get to know a forensic computer engineer.
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TEN TIPS FOR SCHOOL ATTORNEYS

BONUS TIP- If the school attorney is involved in 

responding to a records request, provide clear written 

instructions to the client that records on personal devices 

are included and must be produced, if responsive.

59

QUESTIONS?
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THANK YOU!
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