The State Legislative Task Force on Summer and Intersession Enrichment
Findings and Recommendations 2010

Executive Summary

Research demonstrates the critical role that summer youth programs play in addressing the
educational and health needs of children and youth — particularly low-income youth. Low-
income youth not engaged in quality summer programs demonstrate “summer slide” which is the
measurable learning loss and significant achievement gaps between lower- and higher-income
children that typically widen over the summer. Youth are also more likely to gain weight during
the summer months than during the school year, with the largest gains among racial and ethnic
minorities, although research shows that participation in structured summer programming can
lead to lower rates of obesity among youth. Despite evidence that points to the positive impacts
summer programming can have on youth, polling data shows that many parents in California
cannot find high-quality summer programming for their children.

The State Legislative Task Force on Summer and Intersession Enrichment was designed to
examine existing research and data and produce a set of recommendations to the Governor and
the Legislature on what the state’s role should be in addressing the educational and health needs
of children in the summertime.

Findings

California lacks any systemic approach or plan to address the severe lack of summer learning
and enrichment programs for disadvantaged children in our state. We must take steps to
creatively invest and leverage existing public resources to address this enormous gap in the
learning and support system for children. Estimates show that about 75 percent of children and
youth in California may not have access to summer program options. This already low supply of
summer options has been further reduced by recent budget cuts, such as deep cuts to summer
school and most recently the elimination of CalWORKS Stage 3 subsidized, year-round child
care which many families depend on during the summer. Hundreds of thousands of youth attend
a disparate array of programs, many of which do not resemble the research-based characteristics
of quality summer learning and enrichment programming. Given that research shows summer
programs can be critical to students’ success in school — especially in terms of closing the
achievement gap — this void in California’s education system needs to be addressed as a key
component of any education reform discussions. This missed opportunity to engage more of
California’s youth in quality programs results in a growing achievement gap, escalating rates of
childhood obesity, and increasing pressure on working families during the summer months.

California needs to take major short-term and long-term steps simultaneously to transform
summer from a time of risk to a time of opportunity for all of its youth. California needs to find
innovative ways to use its existing resources for summer school and summer youth programming
to have a more strategic impact, while also creatively exploring how to increase funding and
enhance partnerships that leverage resources for summer youth programs. Opportunities
currently exist for California to build on innovations that communities have already tested and to
expand the use of summer youth programs as laboratories of innovation that can also drive



school year reforms. California can also leverage its statewide afterschool infrastructure, as well
as adopt innovative program designs and financing approaches that are emerging across the
country. However, to make an impact on this critical issue, California needs to start taking bold
steps now.

Recommendations

1) The Governor and State Superintendent of Public Instruction should monitor and weigh in
on federal policy discussions that provide a window of opportunity for creating new, or
enhancing existing, funding streams that may be used for summer learning and enrichment
programming, with a particular emphasis on the reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

2) California should reinvent its existing summer school funding to align with the research-
based characteristics of quality summer learning and enrichment programs.

2a) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should create a state-level work group
of key education leaders to discuss ways to redesign the state’s summer school
program so that it aligns with the research-based characteristics of quality summer
learning and enrichment programs.

2b) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should pilot an integrated model of
enrichment and academic support programming through innovative public-private
partnerships at the state and local level.

2c) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should track the fiscal resources used
for summer programming across the various funding streams to ensure that
investment in summer can be tracked over time and be linked to impact.

2d) Long-Term: The Governor, Legislature and State Superintendent of Public Instruction
should implement the recommendations from the newly created state work group on
redesigning summer school and embed the “redesigned summer school” concepts into
broader PreK-16 state education reform policy discussions.

3) California should adjust other existing public funding streams to emphasize quality
summer learning and enrichment programming.
3a) The Legislature should reform the state legislation relating to administration of the
federal 21° Century Community Learning Center funding stream to align the program
with evidence-based practices for summer or year-round programming, and the
California Department of Education should enhance its support to grantees that use
this resource for summer programming.
3b) The State Superintendent for Public Instruction and the State Board of Education
should consider revising guidance to districts on all school improvement funds (Title
I, School Improvement Grants) to strongly recommend that districts utilize at least 15
percent of these grants for summer programming.
3c) The Governor should request that national service resources be used to enhance the
availability and quality of summer learning and enrichment programs.
3d) The Governor, California Department of Education and the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction should expand ways to promote summer feeding programs and link
them to other programming to increase the number of youth served healthy meals.



4) California should establish local-level mechanisms for informing parents of their summer

options to meet the need for more centralized information.

4a) State agencies should encourage local public-private partnerships at the regional level
to create listings of summer options and leverage state outreach mechanisms to
promote such listings.

4b) Long Term: The California Department of Education should explore encouraging or
requiring, as appropriate, publicly funded, county-level entities, such as county
offices of education, local child care and development planning councils, or child care
resource referral agencies, to share standardized information and conduct outreach to
parents and families about summer options.

Additional Possibilities to Explore

1)

2)

3)

The Legislature should create new public education, health, nutrition, parks and recreation,
library, and/or human services funding streams that can provide dedicated, core operating
support and technical assistance for quality summer learning and enrichment programming.

The Governor and the Legislature should task the California Postsecondary Education
Commission to identify policies that will encourage public higher education institutions to
play a more active role in providing and partnering with summer learning programs to
improve high school graduation rates and promote college and career readiness.

The California Department of Education should explore how to expand affordable access to
public buildings, such as schools and city or county buildings, during the summer months
and how to incentivize new construction of such buildings to include “joint use” partnerships
that would increase the availability of public space to house summer programming.
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I. Introduction
The State Legislative Task Force on Summer and Intersession Enrichment was created through
legislation in 2008 with the goal of building awareness about the lack of structured learning and
enrichment opportunities for low-income children in the summertime. The Task Force, chaired
by Senator DeSaulnier, was designed to examine existing research and data and produce a set of
recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature on what the state’s role should be in
addressing the educational and health needs of children in the summertime. The Task Force was
charged to recommend solutions that:
e Promote good health and combat obesity by increasing education and awareness of the
benefits of good nutrition and regular physical exercise and activity
e Provide safe, supervised places for kids to be during the summer months
e Provide enrichment activities and experiential learning that complement the school year
curriculum, but offer other opportunities not found in school
e Prevent summer learning loss among California’s children; and
e Leverage health insurance programs and health care services.

For a list of Task Force members and presentations from meetings, please refer to Appendix A.

Il. What We Know From Research

Research indicates that the achievement gap widens during the summer months, especially for
disadvantaged youth, due to learning loss. Studies have also found that youth who are not
engaged in structured summer activities are at higher risk of obesity. Fortunately, the research
also shows that quality summer learning and enrichment programs can address these issues.
However, estimates indicate that only about 25 percent of youth participate in publicly-funded
summer program options. This missed opportunity to engage more of California’s youth in
quality programs results in a growing achievement gap, escalating rates of childhood obesity,
and increasing pressure on working families during the summer months.

Impact on Learning Loss and the Achievement Gap
Research has found that low-income youth not engaged in quality summer programs demonstrate
“summer slide” which is the measurable learning loss and significant achievement gaps between
lower- and higher-income children that typically widen over the summer. A meta-analysis of 13
studies that examined the effects of summer vacation on standardized achievement test scores
found that “on average, children’s tests scores were at least one month lower when they returned
to school in fall than scores were when students left in spring,” with larger drops in scores among
disadvantaged students than middle-class students.* The analysis found that students lose more
skills and knowledge related to math than reading.

“Virtually all the advantage that

Specifically examining the achievement gap between wealthy students have over poor
students of higher and lower socioeconomic status, a study | students is the result of differences
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learning loss builds over time, which can widen the achievement gap between students of higher
and lower socioeconomic status. A 2007 study found that about two-thirds of the achievement
gap between 9" grade students of high- and low-socioeconomic status was linked to differences
in the students’ learning over the summer months during their elementary school years. The
students from low socioeconomic status experienced more learning loss in the early years and
later demonstrated less favorable indicators of academic achievement, such as placement in
college preparatory high school courses, competing high school and attending a four-year

college, than their higher socioeconomic peers.

In addition to contributing to the state’s
achievement gap, summer learning loss has
fiscal implications. When youth lose learning
over the summer, the first month or two of
school can be spent just re-teaching them what
they knew in June. A conservative estimate is
that it costs more than $1,500 per child per year,
or more than $18,000 from kindergarten
through graduation, to re-teach youth the
subjects they “lose” over summer.”

A national review of the current literature on
summer learning programs concluded such
programs “can be an important strategy for
reducing summer learning loss and narrowing
the achievement gap.” The review examined

“We found that summer learning loss accounts
for about two-thirds of the difference in the
likelihood of pursuing a college preparatory
path in high school. And that matters a great
deal in terms of what happens later on. Forty
percent of the children we picked up as first
graders left high school without diplomas. It’s
a problem of monumental proportions. So
these early patterns of out-of-school learning
have profoundly important repercussions that

echo throughout the years.”
--Professor Karl Alexander, Johns Hopkins
University in National Summer Learning
Association’s Research in Brief: Summer Can Set
Kids on the Right—or Wrong—Course: Study
Links a Lack of Academic Achievement, High
Dropout Rate, to Summertime Learning Loss

seven experimentally-evaluated summer learning programs that targeted reading achievement
and found that six of the programs had positive impacts, such as improving reading test scores
and decreasing the rate of reading comprehension loss. A 2006 study of one of the summer
learning programs, BELL (Building Educated Leaders for Life), found that participating students
improved their reading skills by approximately one month of grade equivalency.®

Impact on Weight Gain and Obesity

While one might imagine that youth are more active and healthier during the summer months,
research shows alarming trends in children’s health and nutritional status during these months.
Youth are more likely to gain weight during the summer months than during the school year,
with the largest gains among racial and ethnic minorities and those already overweight.
Researchers have found that generally children gain weight three times faster during the summer
months, and can gain as much weight during the summer as they do during the entire school
year.’ For example, a longitudinal study of 5,380 children in 310 schools found that students’
body mass index (BMI) typically grew faster and was more variable during summer vacation
than during the school year, with gain rates especially large for three at-risk subgroups: African-
American, Latino, and children who were already overweight at the beginning of kindergarten.®
Another study found that among a group of overweight youth, two-thirds experienced
statistically significant gains in percentage of body weight during summer months.®

While weight gain increases rapidly for most youth during the summer, both national and
California research indicate that youth’s access to nutritional meals may be limited in the




summer. Among families with children in California, food insecurity is greater during the
summer than in the spring, a trend echoed in national research.'® Also, only about 20 percent of
the youth in California who relied on the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)-funded school
lunch program during the school year had access to the summer lunch program in the summer of
2009. Compounding the issue, when many school districts cancelled or reduced their summer
school offerings they also drastically reduced the number of youth who could access a free
summer meal at those school sites. From July 2008 to July 2009 alone, 10 percent fewer youth
benefited from the USDA-funded summer lunch program.*

There is an emerging body of research that demonstrates how out of school time programs can
impact obesity among youth. Out of school time programs, including summer programming,
tend to limit eating, offer opportunities for physical recreation, and may encourage healthy
lifestyles. A study examining 600 disadvantaged school children (ages 5 to 8) over several years
found that those involved in afterschool programs showed significantly lower rates of obesity
compared to similar children who did not participate in afterschool programs, even after
controlling for earlier measures of BMI and demographic factors.*? Similarly, a three-year
evaluation of an afterschool program that included moderate-to-vigorous physical activity (in
addition to academic enrichment) found that the program had a beneficial effect on participants’
fitness and body composition. The study also found that the positive fitness effects made during
the school year were lost over the summer when the afterschool program was not operating. The
study’s authors state, “This highlights the importance of year-round programs to promote healthy
growth in youths.”13

Although most summer programs include physical —
activity as part of their programming, there is currently “1 would say the main implications
less research on their impact on health or fitness LTBIT0 1 RSEETEN &0, 176 8 (152 8
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impacts on health despite many of the programs offering | the summer.”
sports or other physical activities to its participants.** - Associate Professor Joseph L. Mahoney,
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regularly involved in organized summer activities
showed significantly lower risks for obesity than other youth, particularly when compared to
those youth who were regularly in their parents’ care and not in any other summer activities."
Lack of Access to Summer Program Options in California
National research on out-of-school time consistently demonstrates the difficulties that families
face in finding summer learning and enrichment programs that engage their children, provide
safe supervision, are affordable, and accommodate work schedules. For example, a 2004 national
public opinion survey found that parents, particularly low-income parents, consistently cited
summer as the most difficult time to find quality programming for their children.*® During the
summer months, one in ten children regularly spends time in self-care, either alone or with a
sibling younger than 13. Further, the number of hours children spend in self-care increases from
4.8 hours per week during the school year to more than 10 hours per week during the summer.



California-specific data indicate there are not enough summer program options to meet the need.
Given that California’s existing summer programs are administered by a variety of publicly and
privately funded agencies, no centralized data about the supply of programs exist — a void also at
the national level. A study examining investments in summer learning and enrichment programs
in five California cities found that about 75 percent of school age youth in each city were not
participating in a publicly-funded summer program.*® Results from a survey of about 500 youth
in Oakland and Los Angeles supported this estimate. The survey found that the majority of g/outh
were not engaged in regular, organized activities such as summer school or summer camp.* In
addition, the study found that summer school offered by school districts was the largest provider
of programming in the five cities, yet most school districts continue to reduce their summer
school offerings due to budget constraints. For example, when the Los Angeles Unified School
District cancelled all summer school for 2009, “the number of youth without a free or low-cost
summer program option more than doubled.”?° This is an alarming trend across the nation which
Secretary of Education Arne Duncan brought to Congress’ attention by sharing that one third of
school administrators across the nation reported they may have to cut summer school.?

A recent poll of more than 1,000 California parents “Parents do say that the summertime is a

found that there is a gap between what parents want | difficult time to find things to do for their
for their children during the summer and what family....we found that lack of available

children participate in. The majority of parents say programs and concerns about

that it is important for their child to take part in a affordability seemed to be major reasons

variety of activities during the summer, yet three jn | that prevent parents from enrolling their

10 parents did not enroll their child in any summer | hild: S

. . - Jonathan Rochkind, Director of Research,
program at all and 6 in 10 parents enrolled their Public Agenda, Summer & Intersession
child in a program for less than half of the summer. Enrichment Task Force Meeting transcript,

March 11, 2010

Also, 65 percent of parents in general said they
would like to know more about quality, affordable
summer program options, with even higher percentages among low-income, African-American
and Latino parents.??

Characteristics of Effective Summer Programs
National experts have identified several characteristics of quality summer learning and
enrichment programming, which include:
e  Substantial duration of programming so that youth are engaged for full days for
between 6 to 8 weeks
e  Offering access to all youth, particularly those who demonstrate academic or
socioeconomic need
e  Coupling enrichment activities with academic support activities to enhance the
impact of both
o Using partnerships between community-based organizations, schools, libraries,
parks and recreation agencies, and other organizations in the community to leverage
resources and provide well-rounded opportunities for children and youth
e  Offering engaging and fun programming that attracts children and youth to attend
and remain in the program for its duration, as well as access to other supports that
may help overcome obstacles to participation (such as free transportation, free
meals, etc.)



o Providing professional development for summer staff to foster their skills and
competencies

o Providing sufficient resources, planning time, infrastructure, data collection
systems, and quality monitoring to ensure programming is effective

Below is a summary of the rationale and data behind each characteristic.

Duration

Research suggests that most high-quality summer learning and enrichment programs
operate for at least six hours per day for between six to eight weeks.? Although research
indicates that the relationship between the amount of time on task and learning is complex
given variables related to the quality of additional time spent learning, some research
indicates that increasing the amount of learning time could increase students’
achievement.?* With many school districts across California reducing the number of days in
the school year due to budget cuts, the amount of learning time for students may become an
increasing concern across the state.

Broad Participation

Like most states, the majority of California’s public education funding for summer
programs focus on remediation for under-performing students or specialized enrichment
programs that have disparate target populations. National experts support expanding
narrow eligibility criteria for summer programs to expand participation to all youth, with a
priority on those who demonstrate academic or socioeconomic need.?

Enrichment and Academic Support

A national review of eleven “...The primary goal of summer learning programs
experimentally-evaluated summer is to prevent learning losses that occur over the
learning and enrichment programs summer and or/encourage academic progress. But for
identified integrating enjoyable most kids, the summer is a time to get a break from
enrichment activities with academic school and have fun. Summer learning programs can
instruction as a best practice. Some offer children and youth the opportunity to learn and

have fun at the same time.”

examples of this approaCh to — “What Works for Summer Learning Programs for Low-

integration included “field trips, hip- Income Children and Youth: Preliminary Lessons from
hop dance, rap and spoken word, Experimental Evaluations of Social Interventions: Child
improvisational Comedy, art, drama, Trends Fact Sheet,” Child Trends, September 2009

and storytelling.”?® Another summary
of research on well-designed summer programs states that high-quality programs combine
“academic instruction with enrichment opportunities” and that such programs can help
youth increase academic achievement, motivation to learn, engagement in learning, skill
development, and their health and well-being.?’

Partnerships between Community Organizations, Schools, Parents, and Others

The National Summer Learning Association identifies partnerships as a key element of
quality for summer programs. Three of the association’s quality standards relate to
partnerships, including one standard that states that a quality program “builds and
maintains strong linkages with partners, including community organizations, the public




school system and government agencies, that are supportive of its mission and have a
vested interest in the program’s success.”*® The association recommends such partnerships
in California to also “align and leverage existing resources, identify and meet gaps in
service, improve program quality, and develop shared outcomes for summer success.”%

Ways to Attract and Retain Youth

To reap the benefits of summer programs, youth must attend them. Research shows that
sustained attendance can lead to increased likelihood of positive impacts.® Sustained
participation involves not only attracting youth to the program, but also retaining them in
the program from its beginning to end. National experts agree that making “activities
interesting and enjoyable” and efforts to “include time for sports and recreational activities
to offer students a chance to participate in the physical activities they enjoy,” are effective
methods to attract and retain youth.** In addition, providing other supports such as
transportation and subsidized meals may help youth overcome other obstacles to
participation.

Staff Training
To maximize the impact of summer learning and enrichment programs, staff needs

opportunities for professional development before, during and after the summer programs.
Whether summer program staff is from community organizations, schools, or other public
agencies, experts agree that they all need training and support to ensure summer activities
are intentional and aligned to common goals. In addition, many summer programs rely
heavily on college students, volunteers, or entry-level staff who may lack professional
experience and training in out-of-school time. A nation-wide lack of professional standards
for out-of-school time staff also “leaves most workers without the kind of comprehensive
training and ongoing professional development they need to provide high quality
experiences for young people.”** Some experts believe that summer programs can also
serve as valuable opportunities for school staff to enhance their skills and learn new
instructional approaches that can also be used in the school year. For instance, Detroit
Public Schools adjusted its summer academy program to match new teachers hired before
the start of the summer with experienced teachers so they can observe and assist as a way
to prepare them for the school year.®

Necessary Resources

Experts also agree that summer programs need sufficient resources, planning time,
infrastructure, data collection systems, and quality monitoring to ensure they are effective.
Several of the National Summer Learning Association’s quality standards relate to these
elements, and many of the program planning and assessment tools they have developed
through working with high-quality programs reflect these critical components.*
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I11. California Current Policy Context

Challenges

Budget Crisis
While California experienced major increases in revenues in 2004-05 and 2005-06, “both the

U.S. and California economic expansions clearly slowed over the course of 2006.”% California
was hit hard by the national 2007-2009 recession that national experts say was the longest of its
kind since World War II and most severe downturn since the Great Depression. “Our economic
forecast generally reflects the current consensus that the state and national economies will
continue to recover slowly and sluggishly in the coming years,” reports the California Legislative
Analyst’s Office (LAO).*®

For the last year, the LAO has forecasted annual state budget problems of about $20 billion each
year through 2015-16. The state’s ongoing budget deficits are due primarily to the structural
issue of growing expenditures outpacing revenues, as well as the use over the past several years
of temporary budget solutions to pass the state’s budget. For next fiscal year (2011-12)
specifically, the LAO estimates the state will have a deficit of over $25 billion due to
expenditures exceeding revenues by $19 billion and a $6 billion deficit from the current 2010-11
fiscal year.®’

While the economic downturn and correlated state budget shortfalls have impacted almost every
sector and aspect of life in California, they have significantly impacted public funding for
children’s services. Over the last several years, there have been cuts to children’s public
education, health, dental, child care, foster care, and child welfare programs. These cuts and the
recent 2010-11 budget cuts have exacerbated the already low supply of summer options for
families. Budget shortfalls in public education have caused many school districts across the state
to vastly reduce their summer school offerings. For example in 2009, Los Angeles Unified
School District canceled all summer school which left an estimated 250,000 youth without a free
or low-cost educational opportunity in the summer.® The recent elimination of CalWORKSs
Stage 3 year-round child care which was zeroed out in the state’s 2010-11 budget to save the
state $256 million. As reported by the state’s Legislative Analyst Office, “This will mean the
loss of subsidized child care for approximately 55,000 children from low—income families who
formerly received cash aid through the CalWORKSs program.”®® Unfortunately, forecasts for the
future indicate that the cuts may become even deeper. For example, the LAQO’s estimates that in
2011-12 the state will reduce funding to its Proposition 98 minimum guarantee. (Proposition 98
accounts for about 70 percent of funding for the state’s child care, preschool, K-12 education,
and the community colleges.) This reduction will create a shortfall of $5.2 billion in baseline K-
14 costs. At the same time, school districts will face additional reductions as one-time federal
funds are exhausted.*

Lack of Statewide Approach & Dedicated Funding

In California, multiple public funding streams can be used to support summer programming, but
the lack of coordination across agencies and competing demands on those funds results in a lack
of a systemic approach to address summer needs. A scan of public resources used for summer
programs found that while state education funding is the largest investment in summer programs,
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state parks and employment funds are also used for summer programs. Although at the
community level each of these state-funded programs may be present, “there is no group,
organization, or agency that works specifically to coordinate summer programs across these
various groups.”41 Despite this variety of funding streams, the report found “a huge gap still
exists between the number of slots available for low-cost summer programs and the number of
low-income school-age children.”** A national study found a similar lack of systemic approaches
in several states. Many states have funding streams that can be used for summer administered by
multiple agencies — such as a state department of education and a state department of human
services— without much alignment around common goals, target populations, or how programs
can be coordinated locally to maximize efficiencies and access.*

In addition to a lack of coordination across agencies, California does not have a dedicated
funding source for summer programming that meets the research-based characteristics of a
quality summer learning and enrichment program. Instead, the state has several, uncoordinated
funding streams that do not meet the need for even the limited populations they target and which
only provide for a portion of what research indicates is quality programming. Many of the
funding streams in California that can be used for summer programming can also be used for
other purposes. For example, California’s summer school, which typically focuses only on
remediation for under-performing students, does not even have a dedicated funding stream. It is
funded through Supplemental Instruction, which can also be used for remedial instruction during
the school year. Other educational funding streams that are commonly used for summer
programming include Title I and 21% Century Community Learning Center Supplemental funds,
all of which can also be used during the school year.**

Given the lack of state-level coordination and the lack of dedicated resources for summer
programs, it is difficult to estimate the amount of public funding currently being used for
summer programs in California. For example, while many assume that Supplemental Instruction,
the funding typically used for summer school, is likely the largest public investment in summer
programming, school districts are not required to report to the California Department of
Education how much is used during the summer versus the school year. The amount of this
funding that school districts use for summer programming can vary from year to year based on
other needs during the school year. In addition, given the state’s budget cuts, the state legislature
recently allowed school districts the flexibility of using this, and several other categorical
funding streams, to meet “any educational purposes.” Many school districts have since
significantly reduced or cancelled their summer school programs.*®> A national study of eleven
states confirms that in “most states it is not possible to determine exactly how much states are
spending on summer schools” for similar reasons.*

Assets

Build on Existing Afterschool Infrastructure

California is unique in that it has a significant afterschool infrastructure due to its $550 million
annual state commitment to afterschool programming through Proposition 49, the After School
Education and Safety Program, which has resulted in qualified staff, local partnerships that
garner resources, and evidence-based curricula embracing project-based learning and academic
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enrichment. This infrastructure could be used as a foundation for a new, innovative statewide
quality summer learning and enrichment programming system.

Pending Windows of Opportunity

Budget crises and the pending reauthorization of several significant pieces of federal legislation
provide a window of opportunity for bolstering summer learning and enrichment program
options in the short-term that will help raise awareness and create broader support for larger

public investments in the long-term once the economy

recovers. “A lot of our summer programs around
the country are getting results where kids
These possibilities are made more real by support at the are actually making gains over the
federal level from President Obama and Education summer, anywhere from two to five
Secretary Arne Duncan who regularly speaks about the months in math and reading. So, instead

of that loss, they’re actually making

importance of summer learning. The U.S. Department of ; i 4
gains, which are clearly going to have a

Education has included increased learning time - . ”

. . . - result on the achievement gap.
including summer - as a component of all its key policies, - Jeff Smink, Vice President of Policy
including Race to the Top, Investing in Innovation and National Summer Learning Association,

the ESEA reauthorization blueprint. Summer & Intersession Enrichment Task
Force Meeting transcript, March 11, 2010

IV. Policy Recommendations

Below are the Task Force’s short-term and long-term policy recommendations for helping
California transform summer from a time of risk to a time of opportunity for all of its youth. In
addition several policy ideas were surfaced that need further exploration, which are included at
the end of this section. The Task Force recommends the state pursue these short-term and long-
term steps simultaneously since the much-needed bold steps to create new resources will surely
take time, yet thousands of youth can benefit from immediate changes to how existing resources
can be used in more innovative ways.

1) The Governor and State Superintendent of Public Instruction should monitor and weigh
in on federal policy discussions that provide a window of opportunity for creating new or
enhancing existing funding streams with emphasis on summer learning and enrichment
programming. To further the goals of the Task Force, the Governor, and State Superintendent
of Public Instruction should partner with state-level advocacy groups to track, monitor and
participate in discussions about:

e Reauthorization of the Elementary & Secondary Education Act, with particular
attention to the 21* Century Community Learning Center program, Title 1, Full-
Service Community Schools program, and other programs’ emphasis on summer
or year-round programming, as well as the possibility of creating a new dedicated
summer funding stream;

e Changes to nutrition programs such as the USDA Summer Food Service Program
and National School Lunch Program that could require or incentivize more
summer programs to serve healthy meals and/or snacks to more children and
youth, or introduction of new nutrition programs or resources. Also efforts should
be made to explore ways to link enrichment or other types of programming to
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summer feeding sites, as many providers have found that more youth are likely to
be attracted to the feeding site and to attend on a regular basis throughout the
summer if engaging programming is also offered. For example, in Gilroy summer
feeding sites used CalWORKS stimulus funds to provide enrichment
programming at feeding sites, which attracted many more youth;

e U.S. Department of Education policies and programs, such as School
Improvement Grants, Promise Neighborhoods, Investing in Innovation (i3) Fund,
and Race to the Top, which provide potential opportunities for more resources to
be used for summer learning and enrichment programming in California; and

e Reauthorization of the Workforce Investment Act, with particular attention to
opportunities to increase funding for summer youth employment, pre-employment
and apprenticeship programs.

2) California should redesign its existing summer school funding (currently the
Supplemental Instruction Program, also referred to as “hourly intervention funds”
administered by the California Department of Education) to align with the research-based
characteristics of quality summer learning and enrichment programs. In the past, school
districts and county offices of education have primarily accessed “hourly intervention” funds to
provide remedial summer school and dropout prevention activities to students in need. This
funding stream is commonly referred to as “hourly intervention,” but is technically called
Supplemental Instruction Program’s “Core Academic” funds. Schools and school districts using
this funding stream were reimbursed at an hourly rate per participant for delivering services to
academically at-risk students, and the amount per pupil was capped. The California Department
of Education, which administers the funds, did not attach specific program requirements to the
funding so summer school could look different in each school district but was typically a half
day program, focused on academic remediation, and targeted the highest need students. Since
Supplemental Instruction funds could also be used for instructional services for targeted students
during the school year, and given competing demands, some districts spent their per child
allocation before the summer even started. This funding stream still exists, but because of the
state’s budget crisis, the legislature has allowed school districts the flexibility to use these (and
other categorical) funds to cover other budget gaps, which has resulted in many school districts
completely eliminating or significantly scaling back on summer school. This includes the state’s
larger school districts like Los Angeles, Long Beach, and San Francisco.

National experts on issues related to summer learning loss are collecting a growing body of
research that demonstrates the key role well-designed summer learning programs can have in
preventing summer learning loss, helping to close the achievement gap, and ensuring students
stay in school. For example, the National Summer Learning Association has launched a “New
Vision for Summer School” initiative to help national, state and local leaders re-envision summer
from a remedial, punitive experience into one that offers hands-on, experiential academic and
enrichment opportunities for all students, not just those who are underperforming. Based on
research and evidence from several forward-looking school districts across the nation, the
National Summer Learning Association has identified nine principles to help national, state and
local leaders create the “New Vision for Summer School.”*’ Other national organizations, such
as the National Academy of Education, echo the need for these types of approaches to re-invent
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summer school based on emerging innovative approaches. In addition, local communities within
California and other states are also demonstrating results from adopting innovative approaches to
integrating summer school with enrichment programming.

Short-Term Recommendations

2a) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should create a state-level work
group of key education leaders to discuss ways to redesign the state’s summer school
program so that it aligns with the research-based characteristics of quality summer
learning and enrichment programs. To further the goals of the Task Force and to extend
the work of the state’s P-16 Council to close the achievement gap, the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction should lead the work group which would include a
variety of stakeholders such as members of the Education Coalition, California
Department of Education staff, and representatives from local education agencies,
libraries, parks and recreation agencies, and other local public agencies, intermediaries
and community-based organizations that deliver summer programming. The work group
would utilize existing data, best practices, and research from local, state and national
efforts to inform its work. The work group would present and advocate for its
recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature. The work group would be charged
with the following:

o ldentifying possible approaches to re-structure the existing funding
streams, including Supplemental Instruction, that can be used by local
education agencies for summer programming and future possible funding
streams, such as Race to the Top funds, to encourage partnership with
other organizations, expand targeted eligibility, and offer enrichment in
addition to academic support.

o Exploring ways to incentivize partnerships between summer school
programs and local organizations, such as park and recreation
departments, libraries, community-based organizations, museums and
others, so that children and youth have access to enrichment and academic
support opportunities for full days for six to eight weeks.

o Exploring ways to ensure summer school is engaging for children and
youth so that they enroll and attend regularly, including creating systemic
solutions to barriers to access (such as transportation, providing subsidized
meals, etc.).

o Exploring mechanisms to provide summer school staff and partnering
agency staff with professional development to foster their skills and
competencies,

o Designing a statewide technical assistance system that supports the quality
of summer programming on an ongoing basis. Such a statewide technical
assistance system could build off the state’s existing regional afterschool
system or leverage other existing technical assistance systems.

o Exploring the cost of providing summer learning programs to all children
and youth, including those in California Department of Education-funded
child development programs, across the state, identifying possible funding
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sources, and recommending policies that will allow those funding sources
to support the work group’s guidance.

2b) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should pilot an integrated
model of enrichment and academic support programming through innovative
public-private partnerships at the state and local level. To further the goals of the
Task Force, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction should sponsor a pilot
program to put into practice the research-based elements of quality summer learning
programs, including integrated academic and enrichment activities and public-private
partnerships. This pilot should build on existing innovative projects in the state, such
as the Summer Practice Consortium (a David and Lucile Packard Foundation
initiative aimed at creating summer learning programs and the technical assistance
systems to support those programs). This project has brought together diverse public
and private organizations — including the California Library Association, the
California State Parks Foundation, school districts across the state, and numerous
local nonprofit organizations — to create programs and systems for summer learning.
Key elements of the pilot program might include:
o Full-day programming.
o Accessibility to diverse group of students, not just those identified as
needing remediation.
o Thematic focuses such as science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM), arts, literacy, health, etc.
o Transition strategies for entering K, 6™ and 9™ graders.
o Leveraging of private funds with funding streams administered by the
California Department of Education, such as Supplemental Instruction,
School Improvement Grants, Title I, 21% Century Community Learning
Centers, After School Education and Safety, GEAR Up, Summer Food
Service, National School Lunch Program Food Service, and others.
o Partnerships between school districts, local youth agencies, statewide
organizations, and private funders.
o Technical assistance to support quality programming.
In terms of possible funders, the California Department of Education could connect
with several regional, state, and national foundations that have made or are
considering making commitments to summer youth programming.*®

2¢) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction should track the fiscal resources

used for summer programming across the various funding streams to ensure that

investment in summer can be tracked over time.
California has several, uncoordinated funding streams that can be used for summer
programming. A study of five California cities found that while communities rely on
a patchwork of federal, state and local funding sources, each community profiled
relied most heavily on funds administered by the California Department of
Education.* To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of
Education should monitor and report on the amount of funds used to provide summer
programming among at least the following funding streams: Supplemental
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Instruction, Title I, 21% Century Community Learning Center Supplemental, School
Improvement Grants and Title VV Child Development funds.

Long-Term Recommendation

2d) The Governor, Legislature and State Superintendent of Public Instruction should
implement the recommendations from the newly created state work group on
redesigning summer school and embed the “redesigned summer school” concepts into
broader PreK-16 state education reform policy discussions.

3) California should adjust other existing public funding streams to emphasize quality
summer learning and enrichment programming. Several existing state funding streams and
resources should be harnessed in more innovative ways to help meet the need for more summer
programming in communities across the state. Given the mounting research that demonstrates
that program quality makes a difference in fostering positive outcomes for children and youth,
the state needs to ensure that these public funding streams include resources and supports that
will promote quality programming. Training, technical assistance and capacity building for
summer program staff is critical to enhancing the quality of summer programming.

Short-Term Recommendations

3a) The Legislature should reform the state legislation relating to administration of the
federal 21% Century Community Learning Center funding stream to align the program
with evidence-based practices for summer or year-round programming, and the California
Department of Education should enhance its support to grantees who use this resource for
summer programming. California receives approximately $140 million in federal funding
for the 21% Century Community Learning Center program, half of which is used to support
afterschool programs for elementary- and middle-school students and half of which supports
programs for high school students. A recent bill passed by the legislature and signed by the
Governor (Senate Bill 798) redirects 15% of this federal funding to summer youth programs
if and when California’s federal allocation is increased. This reform will help address some
of the statewide need for more summer programming, but further changes to this program are
still needed to maximize the impact of this resource.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the Legislature should amend the existing legislation
to allow programs to serve youth during summer and non-school days for a minimum of 6
hours per day at double the daily rate. The current legislation for these 21% Century
Community Learning Center funds dedicated to programming that occurs on non-school days
such as school breaks and summer (which are referred to as supplemental grants) has a
minimum of 3 hours of programming per day at a rate of $7.50 per day. Current research
indicates that an essential characteristic of effective summer programs engage participants
for a full day of at least 6 hours.®® The Legislature should also increase the 3 hour per day
rate to $10 per day and the 6 hour per day rate to $20 per day to more closely align with the
costs of a quality program.
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To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of Education should plan
for how to make summer awards, support summer grantees with training, technical
assistance, and program planning resources, project the number of youth to be served under
various possible future increased federal allocations, and explore whether additional reforms
to the federal funding stream are needed to meet summer programming needs.

3b) The State Superintendent for Public Instruction and the State Board of Education
should consider revising guidance to districts on all school improvement funds (Title I,
School Improvement Grants) to strongly recommend that districts utilize at least 15% of
these grants for summer programming. While summer programs can be provided with these
funding streams, clear guidance from the state would encourage local districts to use the
funding for summer and to provide programming that aligns with best practices in summer
learning and enrichment.

3c) The Governor should request that national service resources be used to enhance the
availability and quality of summer learning and enrichment programs.
CaliforniaVolunteers is the state office that manages programs and initiatives aimed at
increasing the number of Californians engaged in service and volunteering. The
CaliforniaVolunteers Commission determines the state’s service-related priorities and how
the state’s more than $30 million in federal service- and volunteering-related funding should
be allocated to meet identified needs. One of the programs that California\VVolunteers
administers is AmeriCorps which is often referred to as the “domestic Peace Corps.” Non-
profit organizations and public agencies apply to CaliforniaVolunteers for funding to hire
AmeriCorps members, who perform a year of service with a program that meets local
community needs in return for a modest living allowance and education award. For the 2010-
11 program year, CaliforniaVolunteers provided $29 million in funding to 55 programs that
will support more than 4,000 AmeriCorps members statewide.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the Governor should request the CaliforniaVolunteers
Commission to allocate funds in the 2012-13 CaliforniaVVolunteers’ budget for a new
Summer Learning and Enrichment Initiative, that would support innovative programs
addressing the need for more accessible, quality summer programming.

3d) The Governor, California Department of Education and the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction should expand ways to promote summer feeding programs and link
them to other programming to increase the number of youth served healthy meals. Only
one-third of low-income California students who eat a free or reduced-price meal during the
school year have access to a free meal during the summer. While all school districts must
serve school meals to students enrolled in summer school, the number of school districts
offering summer school has decreased. Aside from offering USDA-funded National School
Lunch Program free meals at summer school locations, some school districts, local public
agencies, and community organizations use the USDA-funded Summer Food Service
Program to provide free summer meals to low-income youth at summer feeding sites.
Feeding sites can include locations such as recreation centers, parks, public housing
developments, and community centers. Operators of these feeding sites have found that more
youth are likely to be attracted to the site and to attend on a regular basis throughout the
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summer if the site also offers engaging programming such as summer camp, educational
games, and other fun activities. For example, in Gilroy summer feeding sites used
CalWORKS stimulus funds to provide enrichment programming at the sites, which attracted
many more youth.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of Education

should support and partner with the existing Summer Meal Program Coalition and Summer
Food Service Program sponsors and feeding sites, and consult with national experts to
explore innovative ways to link summer programming to summer feeding sites. For example,
the Department should work to ensure more feeding sites also offer enrichment or other types
of programming that attracts youth so as to increase the number of youth served healthy
meals through the USDA-funded Summer Food Service Program and National School Lunch
Programs. The Department should also share information about these summer feeding
programs with entities using Title I, 21% Century Community Learning Center Supplemental,
or other funds administered by the Department.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the Governor and State Superintendent of Public
Instruction should use their statewide leadership roles to promote the USDA-funded Summer
Food Service Program and National School Lunch Programs. The number of youth fed
during the summer through these programs largely depends on how many schools, local
government agencies, and private nonprofits operate sites and on the effectiveness of
outreach to families about available feeding sites. The Governor and the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction promoting participation in the program could significantly increase the
number of youth served healthy meals each summer.

4) California should establish local-level mechanisms for informing parents of their
summer options to meet the need for more centralized information. Recent polling indicates
that many families face challenges accessing information to help them understand their summer
youth programming options. Nearly two-thirds of all parents (65 percent) responded that they
wish they knew about more summer programs that fit their budget. In particular, minority
parents, low-income parents and parents in rural areas

reported more difficulties finding programs to meet “_.Inoticed that a lot of the programs are
their needs.>! These local-level mechanisms with [available], and parents are not taking
centralized information about summer program advantage of them for their kids because
options could also provide information to families they don’t know about it. So, there needs
about other relevant services that would support the to be another factor considered. ..outreach
healthy development of their children. Given the to the parents...” _ _ _
research that demonstrates how children’s overall A Ao o4
development and ability to learn is significantly Intersession Enrichment Task Force Meeting
impacted by their physical and emotional health, transcript, November 17, 2009

providing information about other services would

further the goals of supporting children’s healthy development during the summer months.>? For
example, these local information mechanisms could also provide information about appropriate
health care services, such as local clinics, wellness programs, and other such resources.
Providing such information along with summer program options may be particularly important
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for disconnected families who may rely primarily on trusted school staff for such information.
During the summer months, those school staff may not be available to assist families.

Short-Term Recommendation

4a) State agencies should encourage local public/private partnerships at the regional
level to create listings of summer options and leverage state outreach mechanisms to
promote such listings.

To further the goals of the Task Force, several state agencies should promote public-
private partnerships at the county or regional level to disseminate information about
summer program options and other relevant support services. For example, in the Bay
Area a nonprofit organization has worked with public agencies in the region to create the
SummerMatters.net campaign, which is a listing of local summer programs, referral
agencies, and directories of such programs. State agencies should partner with such
efforts to provide them with information about summer programs and other support
services youth need during the summer months. For example, the California Department
of Education should assist in gathering data on summer programs — from summer school
to summer feeding sites - to be included in regional directories. The California State
Library should also collect data on summer reading programs which could be included in
the directories.

To further the goals of the Task Force, state and local agencies should also promote
regional listings of summer program options and relevant services through available
outreach mechanisms. For example, the California Department of Public Health’s
Network for a Healthy California awards funds to advertising and public relation
agencies to develop and implement social marketing campaigns related to healthy
behaviors and obesity prevention. The Network should devote resources to promote the
development and dissemination of regional listings of summer program options and
relevant services. United Way’s 2-1-1 database and outreach could include information
about available summer program options for families and have expressed interest in
discussing this possibility. The California Department of Social Services should also
promote regional listings of summer program options and relevant services through its
CalWORKSs Child Care Program and its Community Care Licensing Division (which has
regional and county offices across the state that collect data about licensed summer youth
programs). Family Resource Centers exist in most communities and on some school
campuses, and could be a helpful base for disseminating summer program information.
Both the California State Library and California Department of Education could also
assist in promoting these regional listings through their existing outreach mechanisms.

Long-Term Recommendation

4b)The California Department of Education and the Department of Social Services
should explore encouraging or requiring, as appropriate, publicly funded, county-level
entities, such as county offices of education, local child care and development planning
councils, or child care resource referral agencies, to share standardized information
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and conduct outreach to parents and families about summer options. In addition to
recent polling demonstrating that parents face challenges accessing information about
summer options they could afford, many parents also reported sending their children to
summer programs that did not offer academic programming despite stating that was a
need for their children. A recent study examining summer learning programs in five
California cities also found that multiple agencies typically offer summer programs in
each city and no one agency coordinated information about all of the program options
available to families.>® This finding and anecdotal data from parents, suggests that parents
would benefit from a centralized database of local summer youth programs that collected
standardized information about their summer options, including the types of activities
offered, cost, availability of financial assistance, youth eligibility, etc.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of Education should
explore encouraging or requiring, as appropriate, county offices of education or local
child care and development planning councils to create systems to collect standardized
information about summer youth program options, conduct outreach to parents and
families about those listings, and ensure that this information and outreach is available in
multiple languages. Local child care and development planning councils (LPCs) are state
entities in each county that serve as “a forum to address the child care needs of all
families in the community for all types of child care.”*

To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of Social Services
should explore the feasibility of adding the collection and marketing of such data to its
CalWORKSs Child Care Program’s county-level child care resource referral contracts.
Any of these county-level approaches could provide a sustainable system to partner with
school districts, city agencies, 2-1-1 efforts, parent organizations, and non-profit
organizations to collect information from local summer youth providers and enhance
outreach efforts to parents and youth.

Additional Possibilities to Explore

1) The Legislature should create new public education, health, nutrition, parks and
recreation, library, and/or human services funding streams that can provide dedicated, core
operating support and technical assistance for quality summer learning and enrichment
programming. Given the scale of the need for summer programming in California and the costs
we incur as a state due to the lack of sufficient summer options for youth in terms of cost
pressures on our education, health care, and public safety systems, the state needs to recognize
the need for summer programming as a public priority. When the economy begins to recover, a
significant new investment of public funds is needed to address this public priority.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the Legislature and Governor should work together to
introduce and pass legislation creating new dedicated state funding streams to support the core
operating expenses of quality summer learning and enrichment programs, as well as
complementary technical assistance systems to support those programs. This legislation for
dedicated funding streams would build off or replace existing public funding that supports such
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programs, and could include new revenue streams, such as a tax on sweetened beverages. These
funding streams could be administered by the California Department of Education, the California
Department of Public Health, the California Department of Social Services, the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, or another appropriate state entity. These public
investments would likely attract private partnerships with philanthropic organizations, business,
and nonprofit organizations motivated to improve youth outcomes during the summer months.

2) The Governor and the Legislature should task the California Postsecondary Education
Commission to identify policies that will encourage public higher education institutions to
play a more active role in providing and partnering with summer learning programs to
improve high school graduation rates and promote college and career readiness. Many
campuses in the California Community College, California State University and the University
of California systems operate or partner with summer programs for youth. However, given the
enormous need for more summer youth programs across the state and the potential benefits to
higher learning institutions in terms of student employment, internship opportunities, and
outreach to future students and families, the legislature should create policies to encourage public
colleges and universities to play a more active role.

To further the goals of the Task Force, the Governor and the Legislature could task the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to identify policies that will encourage public
higher education institutions to play a more active role in providing and partnering with summer
learning programs. Given that the Commission’s unique role of advising the Governor and
Legislature on issues related to California’s entire system of postsecondary education, which
includes “identifying and recommending policies to meet the educational, research and public
service needs of the State of California,” the commission could identify ways to leverage any of
the following resources that public higher institutions could contribute to summer learning
programs for youth:
e Space on campuses — classrooms, libraries, sporting facilities, etc — since student
enrollment traditionally drops during the summer term
e College students seeking internships and/or employment
e Federal work-study stipends for college students which underwrite the cost of
summer learning staff.

3) The California Department of Education should explore how to expand affordable access to
public buildings, such as schools and city or county buildings, during the summer months and
how to incentivize new construction of such buildings to include “joint use” partnerships that
would increase the availability of public space to house summer programming. In many
communities, access to sufficient and affordable facilities impedes the amount of summer
programming available. “Joint use” is a term used to describe a partnership in which multiple
agencies either share a common space or jointly develop or renovate a space that will be used
and maintained by multiple agencies. In terms of summer access to existing school facilities,
many school districts use some of their buildings to offer summer programming and charge fees
to outside agencies for use of their space, as is allowable under the state’s Civic Center Act
(Education Code 38130-38138).
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To further the goals of the Task Force, the California Department of Education could provide
guidance to school districts to make school facilities more accessible to summer youth programs
through methods such as prioritizing their applications and creating sliding scale fees through
which renters who are not serving youth pay higher fees than those serving youth.

In terms of developing new or renovating school facilities, California has identified an intense
need for additional classrooms in the coming years. To further the goals of the Task Force, the
California Department of Education could explore how to incentivize school districts to consider
adopting joint use approaches that will help address local summer youth programming space
needs in new school construction and renovation projects.
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Appendix B. Matrix of Recommendations by Entity Responsible

Recommendations

Entities Responsible for Next Steps

Governor

Legislature

SPI/
CDE

Other
State
Entities

1) Monitor and weigh in on federal policy discussions

X

X

2) Reinvent California’s existing summer school funding

2a) Create a state-level work group of key education leaders to
redesign the state’s summer school funding

2b) Pilot an integrated model of enrichment and academic support
programming through innovative public-private partnerships at the
state and local level

2c¢) Track fiscal resources used for summer programming across the
various funding streams

2d) Implement the recommendations from the newly created state
work group on redesigning summer school and embed the
“redesigned summer school” concepts (LONG TERM)

3) Adjust other existing public funding streams to emphasize quality
summer learning and enrichment programming

3a) Reform the state legislation relating to administration of the
federal 21st Century Community Learning Center funding stream
and adjust administration of these funds.

3b) The State Superintendent for Public Instruction and the State
Board of Education should consider revising guidance to districts on
all school improvement funds (Title I, School Improvement Grants)
to strongly recommend that districts utilize at least 15% of these
grants for summer programming.

3c) National service resources be allocated toward exploring how
community service resources can be leveraged to enhance the
availability and quality of summer learning and enrichment programs

3d) Expand ways to promote summer feeding programs and link
them to other programming to increase the number of youth served

4) Establish local-level mechanisms for informing parents of their
summer options to meet the need for more centralized information.

4a) Encourage local public/private partnerships at the regional level
to create listings of summer options and leverage state outreach
mechanisms to promote such listings

4b) Explore requiring publicly funded, county-level entities, such as
county offices of education, local child care and development
planning councils, or child care resource referral agencies, to share
standardized information and conduct outreach to parents and
families about summer options. (LONG TERM)

Additional Possibilities to Explore

1) Create new public education, health, nutrition, parks and recreation,
and/or human services funding streams that can provide dedicated, core
operating support and technical assistance for quality summer learning
and enrichment programming

2) Task the California Postsecondary Education Commission to identify
policies that will encourage public higher education institutions to play a
more active role in providing and partnering with

3) Explore how to expand affordable access to public buildings during
the summer months and how to incentivize new construction of such
buildings to include “joint use” partnerships that would increase the
availability of public space to house
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Appendix C. Presentations from Task Force Meetings

[presentations to be inserted here]
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