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*****Confidential***** 

Evaluation Summary Report

Student Name: Student Name


School: SCRED Elementary
Date of Birth: 5/21/1997



Grade: 4
ID #: 123456789




Date of ESR:   4/15/11
I. Reason for Referral:

Describe the area of concern and the reason the Student Support Team is conducting an evaluation.
Student was referred to the problem solving team in the fall of his forth grade year by his teacher, Mrs. Smith due to concerns she had about his reading performance.  At that time, Student read 25 words correct per minute out of forth grade level text.  The expected reading rate for grade 4 students is 95 words correct per minute in the fall, with an expected growth rate of 0.89 (+/- 0.28) words per week.  The problem-solving team implemented two scientifically based reading interventions to address this concern.  Details regarding these interventions are reported in the Background section below.  Student did not make adequate progress through these interventions.  As a result, Student was referred to the building Student Support Team who decided to proceed with a special education evaluation. 

In the case of a reevaluation:

Student has been receiving special education services under the category of Specific Learning Disability (SLD) since… Special Education Services have been focused on supporting and building (Student’s) skills in... (Student) is due for his/her federally mandated three-year reevaluation of special education needs and eligibility.

If student’s present levels of performance have changed substantially:

Student’s performance in the areas of… has changed substantially due to … The team decided to conduct an evaluation to determine current levels of functioning and needs in order to inform instruction.

Exit evaluation

Student has demonstrated significant progress towards his/her IEP goals.  The student support team and Student’s parents agreed to conduct an evaluation to determine if (s/he) continues to qualify and demonstrate a need for special education services.

II. Review of Background Information and Problem Solving Process (Response to Intervention Data)

Background Information

Conduct a file review listing current and past grades (credits earned if high school age); test scores (e.g. MCA-II, MAP); history of services such as Title 1, 504; sensory and health related concerns; current services for SPED, IEP goals, medical, and outside agencies; attendance records; school rule violations and consequences; and number of different schools attended.  Suggestions for MCA-II and MAP descriptions are provided below.
A review of Student’s records indicate that he has attended school at SCRED elementary in the SCRED district since Kindergarten.  Student’s most recent report card, dated xx/xx/xx indicates….  Previous report cards indicated….

Attendance records indicate Student missed 4 days of school in Kindergarten, 3 days in first grade, 3 days in second grade, and 1 day in third grade due to illness.  As of April 15th of the current year, Student has not had any discipline reports.

Student received supplemental support in reading through Title 1 services in grades K-2.  No previous entitlement for special education services or 504 plans were noted, nor were any sensory or health related concerns evident in Student’s cumulative records, or reported by student’s parents.  No additional information from medical or other outside agencies exists or has been made available to the school.

Information reported by Parent

Parent concerns and perspectives will be noted here including information about home language and family cultural background.  Parent Interviews conducted during the assessment process may be noted here or embedded into the evaluation results section.

Assessment History

Curriculum Based Measures 

Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) tests/probes, are reliable, valid, standardized, norm referenced measures of a student’s skills in reading, math and writing.  CBM probes are very quick to administer and can be given frequently to measure a student’s academic growth from week to week or month to month.  Scores indicate if a student is on track to perform well on the Minnesota Comprehensive assessments, as well as how they are performing compared to same grade peers.  Reported reliability coefficients have typically been in the range of 0.90-0.97

Curriculum Based Measures of Early Literacy: Letter Naming Fluency

A Letter Naming Fluency assessment was used to evaluate Student’s level of risk for future reading difficulties.  Letter Naming Fluency involves having the student name letters.  The score is the number of letter names read correctly in one minute. 

Curriculum Based Measures of Early Literacy: Letter Sound Fluency

A Letter Sound Fluency assessment was used to evaluate Student’s early literacy skills.  Letter Sound Fluency involves having the student say the sounds for letters.  The score is the number of sounds read correctly in one minute

Curriculum Based Measures of Early Literacy: Nonsense Word Fluency

A Nonsense Word Fluency assessment was used to evaluate Student’s early literacy skills.  Nonsense Word Fluency involves having the student read nonsense words, or say the letter sounds that make up the nonsense words.  The score is the number of sounds read correctly in one minute.

Curriculum Based Measures of Reading (CBM-R)

Curriculum Based Measures of Reading were used to evaluate Student’s overall reading skills.  Curriculum Based Measures of Reading involve having students read aloud from grade level text for one minute.  The score is the number of words read correctly in one minute.  Calculating the number of words read correctly per minute has been established through over twenty years of research as an excellent indicator of all aspects of reading, including decoding, fluency, and comprehension.  The measure is also highly sensitive to changes in instruction. Generic estimates of SEM for CBM-R are 5-9 words read correctly per minute, with median SEb of 0.41 words growth per week.  Using CBM-R, teachers have a tool that informs them of when students are not making adequate progress and, therefore, when additional interventions should be implemented.  

Curriculum Based Measures- Math Facts

Curriculum Based Measures of Math were used to evaluate Student’s math skills.  Student was given three sheets of mixed math facts (e.g. addition, subtraction, and division problems).  For each sheet (he/she) was given one minute to write as many answers as (he/she) could. 

Curriculum Based Measures- Math Applications

Curriculum Based Measures of Math were used to evaluate Student’s math problem solving skills.  Student was given a three-page math application probe composed of mixed math problems (e.g. story problems, ratios, fractions, geometry, etc.) and ten minutes to complete as many problems as (she/he) could. 

Curriculum Based Measures- Writing

Curriculum Based Measures of Writing were used to evaluate Student's writing skills.  Student was given a topic sentence, 30 seconds of think time and three minutes to write.  Scoring procedures measure correct word sequences (cws).  A correct word sequence is two adjacent words, correctly spelled and syntactically and semantically appropriate.

The table below summarizes Student’s history of performance on all Curriculum Based Measures data for him/her:

	Measure
	Date
	Actual Performance
	Expected Performance

	Letter Naming Fluency
	September, 2007
	5
	9

	Letter Sound Fluency
	November, 2007
	0
	10

	Letter Sound Fluency
	January, 2008
	1
	21

	Letter Sound Fluency

Nonsense Word Fluency
	May, 2008

May, 2008
	6

5
	41
35

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	September, 2008
	8
	32

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	November, 2008
	26
	45

	Nonsense Word Fluency

Oral Reading Fluency
	January, 2009

January, 2009
	42

12
	52

22

	Oral Reading Fluency
	May, 2009
	21
	52

	Oral Reading Fluency
	September, 2009
	
	43

	Oral Reading Fluency
	January, 2010
	
	72

	Oral Reading Fluency
	May, 2010
	
	90

	Oral Reading Fluency
	September, 2010
	
	70

	Oral Reading Fluency
	January, 2011
	
	91

	Oral Reading Fluency
	May, 2011
	
	109


Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)

A computer adapted, nationally normed test of achievement in the areas of reading and math, called Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) is given to all students in the fall and spring of each school year in grades 2-9 in order to monitor individual growth and provide information regarding students’ academic skills compared to peers.  The MAP measures basic academic skill areas like reading and math.  Scores on the MAP are reported using the Rasch Unit (RIT score).  The RIT score is an equal interval scale, like feet and inches, which makes growth in learning easy to measure.  RIT scores range from 145 to 250 in the area of reading and 150 to 280 in math.  Students typically start at a RIT score of about 170-190 in the third grade and progress to the 230-260 range by high school.  The goal of the MAP testing is to record individual students growth over time.  Reliability estimates of the MAP test are consistently above 0.80, and 
The table below summarizes Student’s history of performance on all MAP assessment data for him/her:

	Measure
	Date
	Actual Performance
	Expected Performance

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment- Second Edition (MCA-II)

A written test, called the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessments – Series II (MCA-II) are given to all enrolled students in grades 3-11 each spring. The MCA-II tests are the state tests that help districts measure student progress toward Minnesota's academic standards and meet the requirements of the Federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  Reading tests are given in grades 3-8 and 10. Math tests are given in grades 3-8 and 11.  A writing test is given in grade 9.  Each student receives a numerical score that is classified in one of four achievement levels: Does Not Meet the Standards (scores that fall below 40) , Partially Meets the Standards (scores that are between 40-49), Meets the Standards (scores that end in 50-64), and Exceeds the Standards (scores that end in 65 or higher).  

The table below summarizes Student’s history of performance on all MCAII assessment data for him/her:

	Measure
	Date
	Actual Performance
	Expected Performance

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Problem Solving Process: Response to Scientifically-Based Interventions

Team describes student participation and attendance  in at least two pre-referral interventions through the local problem solving process prior to referral for evaluation (Minnesota Statutes, section 125A.56).  Instructional strategies used and child-centered data collected must be described. Verification that parents were notified about the state’s policies regarding data collected, general education services provided, and parent rights regarding evaluation requests is included.
Problem Identification

As a participant in the regular education curriculum, Student had been receiving 120 minutes per day of instruction in reading, writing and spelling using the Houghton Mifflin curriculum. Student was referred to the Problem Solving Team on October 1st, 2010.  Student’s parents were notified of this referral, their right to request and evaluation, and ongoing decisions made by the team regarding data collected and general education services provided.  The problem solving team determined that a problem existed in the area of reading based on the converging evidence listed below.  At the time of fall school-wide screening, Student read 25 words correct per minute out of forth grade level text.  The expectations for forth grade students at that time is 95 words correct per minute. Please review the problem solving forms attached to this report for additional information regarding problem identification.

Information used to identify the problem:

	X
	Review of records

	
	Reviews of student work

	X
	Interviews with student, parent, or teacher

	
	Observations of student

	
	Tests (Please list below)

	
	Other (Describe below)


Problem Analysis

The team reviewed information, conducted observations, interviewed teachers and parents, and conducted tests across the areas of instruction, curriculum, environment, and the learner to analyze the problem. The team used converging evidence to hypothesize that Student is displaying difficulty with reading because he lacks adequate phonics skills to accurately decode 4th grade level text.  Please review the problem solving forms attached to this report for additional information regarding problem analysis.

Plan Development

The problem solving team set a goal that by the end of May 2011, Student would read forth grade text at at rate of 127 WRC/minute.  To achieve this goal, the team developed interventions for Student tailored to his needs.  The first intervention consisted of a supplemental program, which was added to his forth grade core reading program.  Student participated in a small group of 7 students receiving the Phonics for Reading program, level 2.  Student participated in this group three days per week for 20 minutes each session beginning on October 15th, 2010.  Student’s reading progress was monitored using oral reading fluency assessments weekly on Mondays by a classroom paraprofessional.  This intervention was observed by the school psychologist on two occasions to ensure fidelity of implementation.  

The team met in January 2011 to review Student’s progress and found that he was not on track to meet his goal.  In January, he read 42 words correct per minute while the aimline on his progress monitoring graph indicated he needed to be closer to 70 WRC/min at that time to be on track to meet his goal in May.  The team collected additional informal diagnostic information about Student’s phonics skills by administering the CORE phonics survey to him.  Based on these additional data, the team determined that their analysis of the problem was still correct, but that Student needed more intensive support to make adequate progress.  They developed a second intervention consisting of an alternate supplemental program in replacement of the Phonics For Reading program.  Student participated in a small group of 4 students receiving instruction from the “Teach your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons” curriculum in addition to the 120 minute daily classroom reading instruction.  This group met 5 days per week for 30 minutes each session.  The team maintained the goal of 121 WRC/min by May 2011 for Student, and progress monitoring continued following the previous schedule.  The special education teacher observed the intervention session to ensure the program was implemented as intended.

Plan Implementation and Evaluation

The team met in March, 2011 to review Student’s progress.  They agreed that both interventions had been formally observed, and that high levels of fidelity to the scripted programs had been maintained.  In addition, Student’s participation in both interventions was excellent, with very few absences over the course of the year.  Next, the team reviewed Student’s academic progress over the course of the two interventions.  Following the second intervention, Student read 63 words correct per minute compared to his goal of 127 words correct per minute.  They also noted that Student’s January performance on the NWEA MAP assessment had fallen at the 4th percentile (169 RIT). The team determined that a referral to the Student Support Team (SST) was necessary to evaluate whether Student meets the criteria for SLD.

III. Evaluation Results

Sources of Information
Evaluation Tools/Procedures and Dates

List names of assessment tools, the person who completed or reviewed each assessment, his/her title, and corresponding dates.  Tools should appear in this table in the same order in which they appear in the ESR.Each evaluation tool should be introduced and summarized, scoring should be explained, and the student's scores reported and/or summarized.  See the ESR checklist for a complete list of items required in evaluation results.  Norm referenced assessment tools should have a validity statement.
	Evaluation Tool:
	Examiner, Title:
	Date:

	Review of Records
	Mary Anderson, School Psychologist
	3/15/09

	Review of Student Response to Intervention
	Student Support Team
	3/1/09 & 4/10/09

	Classroom Observations
	John Smith, SLD Teacher

Mary Anderson, School Psychologist
	3/20/09

4/1/09

	Information Processing Checklists
	Stacy John, Parent 

Mark Jones, Teacher
	4/3/09

	Teacher Interview
	Mary Anderson, School Psychologist
	3/21/09

	Parent Interview
	Carol King, SLD Teacher
	3/20/09

	Health Assessment (or file review)
	Janet Brown, School Nurse
	4/3/09


Student Observations:

Record the results of an observation of academic performance in the regular classroom, documenting relevant behavior, if any, and the relationship of that behavior to the child’s academic functioning (Code of Federal Regulations, title 34, section 300.308).
The momentary-time sampling observation means that the observer waits until the end of a 15 second interval, looks at the student or a same-age, same-sex peer and records which, if any, of the target behaviors are occurring at that instant. Observations occur at 15 second intervals, observing first the target student, then a same sex student, the target student, another same sex student, and so on. Target behaviors used in this analysis are defined below:

	Off-Task: Student's eyes are not on teacher, materials, or task.

	Out of Place: Student is not meeting present place and time expectations. 

	Noise: Student is not meeting expectations for talk/no talk, quiet objects, etc.

	Physical Contact: Student engages in inappropriate or unsolicited contact with others.


The results for the target behaviors are tallied and mathematically computed into percentages.  The percentages earned by both the target student and the peers are then compared.  

Observation #1

An observation was conducted on March 20, 2011 when Student was in his homeroom Reading class.  There were 28 students and the reading teacher.  The curriculum is Houghton Mifflin. The observation lasted 20 minutes. 

	
	Student   
	Same-age peers

	Off task
	7%
	1%

	Out of Place
	0%
	0%

	Noise
	2%
	0%

	Physical Contact
	0%
	0%

	Total time academically engaged
	91%
	99%


Student was observed to be on-task 91% of the time, and same-age peers were observed to be on-task 99% of the time.  When Student was off-task he was not looking at the instructional materials.  Twice Student made a comment that was off-task.  There was not a small difference between Student and same-age peers in terms academic engagement in this setting.

Observation #2

The second observation was conducted on April 1, 2011 when Student was in his small group reading intervention class. There were 4 students and the classroom teacher.  

	
	Student
	Same-age peer

	Off task
	0%
	0%

	Out of Place
	0%
	0%

	Noise
	0%
	0%

	Physical Contact
	0%
	0%

	On Task
	100%
	100%


Student and same-age peers were observed to be on-task 100% of the time.  One time the teacher asked Student to make a correction to his work and he handled the correction very well. 

Teacher Interview

As a part of this comprehensive evaluation, Student’s homeroom teacher, Mr. Apple was interviewed. Mr. Apple reported that Student showed evidence of effort in class, but was more easily distracted when given challenging tasks, or when asked to work independently on tasks requiring reading text.  Student’s classroom performance improved when partnered with a peer for work time, and when directions for assignments were explained and discussed with student individually prior to work time.  In addition, Mr. Apple reported that Student displays high error rates when reading grade level materials in class, but that using a consistent previewing strategy for texts assigned aided Student’s reading comprehension of those texts.  Student does not yet consistently implement this previewing strategy independently.  Mr. Apple reports that Student displays appropriate peer interaction skills in class  
Health Assessment

Student is a student who is in general good health. He passed the school vision and hearing screen on 9-13-10, without glasses.  Student does not see a physician on a regular basis unless he becomes ill, which he has not needed to do within the past year. He has no current diagnosis of a health condition and does not take a prescription medication.  He has no physical limitation, no known allergies, and his immunizations are up-to-date. 

School health services needed for:

1. None identified

Transition Evaluation:

For all students in grade 9 and above, a transition evaluation must be included in the comprehensive evaluation.  Two assessment tools must be used: one formal and one informal.  Refer to the December 2009 Secondary Transition Compliance kit located on the SCRED website for a list of tools.  In this section of the report, include a reason for conducting the evaluation, description of process, description of reason for age appropriate assessment, sources of evaluation, dates of all data collected, staff names for all tools, a summary of each tool, and student strengths and student needs in each area of transition.  Information from student, parents, and teachers must be included. Refer to transition checklist for a complete description of all required components.
IV. Minnesota Specific Learning Disabilities Eligibility Criteria  (All three areas A, B and D must be met in order for a student to be eligible for special education services under the Specific Learning Disability Category)

A.  Inadequate Achievement

Must include information from parents and confirm effects in a variety of settings. The following sources of documentation may be included:  cumulative record reviews, classroom sample, anecdotal teacher records, statewide and district-wide assessments, formal diagnostic, and informal tests, curriculum based evaluation results, and results from targets support programs in general education.
Include any other formal or informal achievement assessments here
As listed in the Background section of this report, a review of Student’s historical and current assessment scores and classroom performance as measured by report card grades presents converging evidence of inadequate achievement in the area of reading.
Exclusionary Factors:

The team determined that the student’s underachievement is not the result of the following factors (check all that apply):

	X
	Vision

	X
	Hearing

	X
	Motor Impairment

	X
	Cognitive Disability

	X
	Emotional Behavioral Disorder

	X
	Environmental, Cultural, or Economic Variables

	X
	Limited English proficiency

	X
	Lack of appropriate instruction in reading or math


Based on the information provided above, did the team confirm that the student shows evidence of inadequate achievement?

	X
	Yes  
	
	No  


B.  Information Processing

Must include information from parents and confirm effects in a variety of settings.
In order to meet the state criteria for Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), students must demonstrate severe information processing deficits.  This requirement assumes that a student's difficulties are within the child and not a result of the instructional environment.  Research does not support this assumption.  Furthermore, it is impossible to accurately assess an unclear construct such as information processing.  However, in order to comply with the Law of the State of Minnesota, Information Processing was assessed through a series of checklists and interviews published by the State. These checklists require the respondent to indicate any problems in the areas of Storage, Acquisition, Organization, Retrieval, Expression, and Memory.
Both teachers and parents reported problems with acquiring information, storing information, organizing information, and expressing information.  On the student interview form, Student reported problems with organizing, expressing, and retaining information. 

Summarize information processing checklists and observational supports here
Based on the information provided above, is there evidence that the student has needs in the area of information processing?

	X
	Yes  
	
	No  


D.  Rate of Progress

Must include information from parents and confirm effects in a variety of settings.  A minimum of 12 data points are required from a consistent intervention implemented over at least seven school weeks.  Level of achievement must be at or below the fifth percentile on one or more valid and reliable achievement tests using either state or national comparisons.  Local comparison data that is valid and reliable may be used in addition.  (Possibly insert a chart with gap analysis here?)
The team reviewed Student’s academic progress data to evaluate the discrepancy of his reading skills both in terms of rate of progress over time and level of performance as compared to his grade mates. The difference between a student’s rate of progress compared to expected growth rates is important because it helps the team determine if the student’s discrepancy is growing or shrinking over time. The difference between a student’s level of performance compared to same grade peers is important information because it assists the team in determining the significance of the identified problem. The team needs to know this to determine if the student has a disability and whether or not the concern can be addressed through general education.

Rate of Progress:  At least 12 data points over seven weeks were collected on Student’s rate of progress for each of the two implemented interventions.  The data indicate that his growth rate has been significantly different from local expectations.  Student’s rate of progress across both interventions was 0.53 words per week.  In forth grade, students are expected to grow 0.89 words per week.  After applying a confidence band around this rate, we can be 95% certain that students with measured weekly growth rates at or below 0.61 are making less than expected growth in grade 4.

Level of Achievement: Data collected on Student’s level of achievement indicate that it is significantly discrepant from both state and national norms as well as local expectations.  Student’s score of 321 on the grade 3 MCAII in May 2010 fell at the 4th percentile compared to grade mates state wide.  In January 2011, Student earned as score of 169 RIT on the NWEA MAP test.  This performance fell at the 4th percentile compared to grade mates nationally.  In January 2011, he read 42 WRC/min compared to an expected level of 114 WRC/min.  Student’s performance on this measure fell at the 3rd percentile as compared to district grade mates.   Student currently reads 63 words per minute compared to an expected level of 127 words correct per minute by the end of the school year. 

Based on the information provided above, is the student severely discrepant from National or State norms, and local expectations on both rate of progress and level of achievement?

	X
	Yes  
	
	No  


V. Statement of Educational Needs and Future Implications:

Briefly summarize the student’s needs in the area of instruction. (Instruction is how the student should be taught. Describe the components of the student’s instructional plan that will best enable learning.)
Systematic observational data indicate that Student’s rate of accurate responding is increased when he is provided explicit instruction with frequent modeling and guided practice, as well as enough repetition and practice with feedback to allow Student to master the skills.  Student needs additional time and more practice to make adequate progress.

Briefly summarize the student’s needs in the area of curriculum. (Curriculum is what needs to be taught. This includes the specific skills the student needs to learn or the student’s level or placement.)
In reading, Student needs intensive work on decoding skills, including vowel sounds, blends, and sight word identification. He needs more practice on the phonemic awareness skill of segmenting words into sounds. He also needs to practice reading easy text to build fluency.

Briefly summarize the student’s needs in the area of environment (including accommodations and modifications).
Observational data and teacher report indicate that Student’s rate of on-task behavior and accurate responding are increased when he learns in a small group environment.  In both small and large group settings, a motivational strategy such as a sticker chart is needed to maintain expected rates of active participation and persistence.  Teacher reports indicate that Student does not consistently request assistance with independent work when he needs it.  Student needs frequent and timely feedback on his independent work to ensure accurate progress.  Student will need content area text above his reading skill level read to him so he is able to fully participate in this instruction.  He may also need additional time to complete reading assignments.

It is required that for every IEP, teams must consider Assistive Technology needs.  In this section of the report, provide documentation of AT consideration.  The SETT procedure for this activity is suggested..
Insert SETT information summary here
Based on the information provided above, are the student’s instructional needs significantly different from expectations in all areas of concern?

	X
	Yes  
	
	No  


(If no is checked, list the areas where the student’s needs do not significantly differ from what is expected.)

VI.  Conclusion/Eligibility for Special Education

Prior to special education entitlement consideration, the problem solving team designed and implemented two interventions tailored to Student’s needs.  Interventions were designed based on analysis of the defined problem, parent input, and professional judgment about the potential effectiveness of the plan.  Interventions were delivered with integrity as judged by direct observation.   Progress monitoring data collected weekly, indicated inadequate response to the interventions.

Student was referred for evaluation for SLD. The team determined that Student’s reading progress is significantly different from local expectation.  Given two interventions, and across at least 12 data points each, Student’s growth rate was 0.53 words per week compared to an expected growth rate of at least 0.61 words per week.  The team also determined that Student’s level of reading achievement is significantly different from state, national, and local expectations. His performance on the NWEA MAP in January 2011 showed performance at or below the 5th percentile as compared to grade mates nationally. His performance on the May, 2010 MCAII assessment showed performance at or below the 5th percentile as compared to grade mates state-wide.  As of January 2011, Student read 42 words per minute from 4th grade level materials, which is at or below the 5th percentile, based on local comparisons. 

Based on the information provided in the evaluation, the team determined that the student’s instructional needs are significantly different from expectations in all areas of concern.  In addition, the team determined that Student has information processing needs in a variety of settings. 

Finally, the team confirmed that Student’s underachievement is not the result of other factors, such as vision, hearing, motor impairment, mental impairment, EBD, environmental, cultural or economic variables, limited English proficiency and/or lack of scientifically-based instruction in reading or math.

I agree with the team decision finding the student eligible for special education services under the category of SLD:





Team Member Name and Title

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________

___ Yes    ____  No   __________________________________________________
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