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PREFACE

While the figures uséd in’ this paper are based-
on information provided by the Broward County Schools,
they represent only approximations of the éituation
at the time of this writing. In addition to a number
of minor changes, there has been a major revision
in the school budgets due to an unexpected change
inifﬁnds received from the state of Florida. Thus
none of the information in here should be taken to
represent the exact situation, but it is a fairly

‘accurate approximation.




PURPOSE-- The purpose of this paper‘is to explore a
pfocess by which educational reésearch and development
can be made more responsive to the needs of educational
practitionerse Specifically it looks at the economic
impact of educational innovations on schools without

the happy but unrealistic assumption that there will

be extra. money to pay for the innovations, Thus it
looks at both the cHanges and the cuts in other areas
that must be made to accomodate them. In tnis particular
instance two alternative models are explored. The-
first model embodies the implementation of a form of
differentiated staffing; in effect one change. The
second nodel is a package of changes. Implementing

a package of changestintroduces'the'added problem of
$rading off between innovations as well as existing
prectices. The final step in the process is an examina-
tion of ways to analyze and compare the resulting
bndgetary packages.

PROCESS- The process explored here consists of two
steps. The first step is to build from an existing
school the §§Q5et for the changed school incorporating
the new practice or practices. The existing school

cen either be-a specific existing school or an approxima-
tion of a typical school for which the new practice is
designed. In tais case an-actual school complex has
been chosen. The proeess'of building the budget incor-

porating the changed practices should use the actual
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costs faced by that school or realistic approximaﬁions
‘of those costs. TFinally the planner must stay Within
the budgetary constraints of the schools.for which he
is planning.

The second step is to analyze the resultant
changes. The analytical process Qill, of course,
vary depending on the purpose of the study. Clearly
an important partiof*the analysis is simply to deﬁermine
whether practice has followed rhéféric. Where have the
funds been committed? Many:educational changes are
primarily rhetoric. They a&ount to>changing:the name
of old programs. The result is that the same people do
mbsfly’ the same things to the same kids with ”
the same materiéls. The analysis can measure the
change that is envisioned. Beyond that the analytical
procedures cén be used to look at thé specific problems
and prospects of a change in a given situation. Since
this paper only explores the prOcesé is does not face
this more difficult analytical task. Rather it simply

analyzes the changes that are proposed.

THE SCHQOOL~ The schools used in this study as the basis
for the changeé ars the Nova Complex schools. The
history of the Nova Complex began with the founding

of a high xhool on a site west of Fort Lauderdale,
Florida in 1963%. When it opened thé'school covered
grades 7 to 10, expanding to grade 12 by 1965. In

that same year an elementary school (grades 1-6) was
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opened. The next year a second elementary school was
ooened‘in an old high school in downtown Fort Lauderdale.
v197b brought a number of changes to the Nova Complex.
In that year a new building was completed on the complex
site into which moved the second elementary school;
kindergarten programs were instituted; and a middle
school was set up by transferring the sixth grade students
- Fo the highwhool. Ih 1972 the middle school was
separated from the high school and some of <he space
in the high school was Ziven over to specific middle .
school use. The current organization consists of
the two elemenmary schools which cover from K- 5; a
middle school covering 6- 8 and ‘the hlgh school covering
9-12.
The physical facilities and their layout are
covered in Figure 1. All tne schools in the complex
are constructed on at least a semi-open pilan. Most
of the buildings are constructed to be useable as convention-
al self-contained classrooms or as larger classrooms
suitable for team teaching. The high school and middle
schools have their own built-in TV facilities including
& control room and production facilitiss. The elementary
- schools are not connected to tiis System, but can use
programs broadcast by the Broward County‘Instructional
Television facilities. One of the elementarJ schools
is built on an entlrely open- plan basis. Its layout

is contained in Fisure 2.
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Altogether these schools have 4600 bupils. The
élemehtary schools have approximately 800 each. The
middle school hgs approximately 1000. The high school
has approximately 2000. These pupiis are drawn from
all over Broward County. Pupils are selected on
a first.come—‘first served basis from those who have
applied to go to'the scnool. “here is typically a
long waiting list. .

The total budget for the entire complex amounts
to $4,208,772. The high 'school receives $1,953, 304,
the middle school $902,635 aﬁd the elementary schoois

$1,352,833. This represents approximately $900 per |

" pupil. This covers just the amount spent on operating

these schools. Iﬁ does not include the costs of the

central office-or construction costs, such as interest.

i
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PROGRAM FACT SHEETS
THE NOVA SCHOOLS '

Rationale- The Nova schools were leaders in designing
and implementingra number of innovative practices
which have since spread elsewhere. Detailed accounts’
existAof their practices which will be-summarized here.
The innovative practice which No#a pioneered was the
Learning Activity Package (LAP). 'The LAP is designed
to allow the lezrner to work individually at his own
pace and to select a varietf of different learning
activities. In addition to the LAP the Nova schools
are largely open, non-graded and taught by teaching
teams. Among the innovations that are being tried

in parts of the schools ére InitialATeaching Alphabet
and the Individually Prescribed Instrﬁgtion methods.
The Nova schools are the site of an initial step
toward yéar round school within Broward County.

Staffing- The staffing‘of the non-instructional
phases of the Nova Complex are fairly conventional

with principals, assistants, librarians, guidance
counselors, etc. Instructionally some use is made

of non-certified personnel in the form of aides and -
occupational speéialists. In the elementary schools
there is approximately one aide per every three teachers.

In the middle and high schools this ratio is about

one to four. This staffing is detailed in Table 1.
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MODEL A~ FUNCTIONAL STATFING

Rationale- Model A incorporaﬁes pnly one change although
it is a fairly major one. The change is a form of
differentiated staffing. However, instead of differentiating
along "abilipy" or skill dimensions, this model uses
function as a baéis. wWwhat it does 1s to break down
the global.role_of the tezacher into a number of
specialized‘functional roles. Currently the teacher
inétructs, assesses pupils?developsuand selects materials,
evaluates the program, as yell as performing various M
non-instructional tasks. - @hat little research and -
development activity as occurs at the school level
is aléo the responsibility of the teacher.

Functional staffing is based on the belief that
no one person can possibly fill all of these roles
adequately. Any one of them is a challenge to do and
do well. Thus they are broken apafﬁ, and each task
is assigned specifically to a person or teams of
persons. In this model there are instructional,
research/evaluation,'materialS’developmeﬁt, assessment,
and non-instructional components. Clearly each of
these components must work together and ideally there
shoﬁld be cross—fertilizationMgnd role exchanges on
a-personal basis. Practically, however, the bulk of
the tasks under each rubric will be accomplished by
the people working in that area h When hiring people

they will be choosen for their abilities in that area

.9
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as the primary consideration. Thus instead of a group

of teachers hired (and ultimately) trained in a wide
- range of skills, the faculty of a school will consist
of people having s?rengths'in a number of specialized
areas. |

Staffing— This model does not change the staffing

in the non—ihstructional areas of the school. Only

in the instructional area is staffing changed.

However that change is dramatic. There are now

people specifically assigned to the functions of
research/evaluation, curriculum design, materials

design, and assessment. The instructional task is

broken up into instruction and instructional management,
staffed by certified personnel and various non—instfuction—

al tasks staffed by non-certified personnel. The details

are contained in Table 2. -
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MODEL B- MULTIPLE INNOVATIONS

‘Rationale- This model attempts o incorporate a number

of'changes that have been proposed individually into
one integrated model. As such it incdrporates changes
in almost every area of the schodl and its practices.
Inltérms of the organization of the complex it intro-
duces three major changes. One cﬁange is a dynamic
one and as such is ot adequately represen?ed in a
single budget. That“change is 'zero budgeting, that is
the practice of not allocating specific amounts to
overhead activities, but rather allocating all monies
to the operational activities who then "buy" services
from the overhead activities in line with their needs..
In this budgef specific amounts are shown for the
various overhead activities, based on estimates_df

the requirements of the operational units. Over time

these figures could be more, less or the same as

~the perceived needs of the operational units change.

Other organizational changes are, tl}e introduction of

a management team and management analysis components.

‘The management team consists of people with the primary

responsibility of the "people", "thought","action" and
"front" responsibilities of the Nova Compléx. Figure
% illustrates this organizational idea. In addition

a management analysis section.is included. It serves
as a consulting and”planning section both for the

top management and for other units in the complex.

11
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Its function is redefined bused on the idea that the

i3 . 4 0
In terms of instruction, there are two major

cﬁanges. The first is the introduction of functional

~staffing as outlined u:ider the discussion of Model A.

The second change is the introduction Personalized
Instruction -through the use of peer and -cross-age
tutoring, LAPs, and the Personalized System of Instruction
(PSI). This system of instruction places primary

re;iahce on materials and pre—preéared instructional
materials instead of traditional lecture style teuching.
The "téachers" role‘changeb from a lecturer to an
instructional manager whosé responsibilities. include
preparation of maﬁerials and instructional sequences

as well as overall supervision of the "learning process.
Aides and other studenis are utilized to car™y out

the bulk of the non-instructional taéks as well as
tutoring on a one-to-one or small gfoup basis.

The materials based mode is the primary one, but other
more traditional ﬁethods can be used as well, particularly
in terms of personal interaction skills.

In terms of puvnil services there is a substanial
overall increase. The library receives considerably
more emphasis and changes 1ts role slightly. It becomes
more of a resource center, picking up the role of
surveying available materials and responding to the
instructional components needs for'information on the
subject. Additionally the library wbuld expand its
role as a resource center for inde'endent study.

The guidance function 1s redefined and renamed placement.

12
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school has the responsibility to pléce the student in
the post-school situation that-he desires given that
he accomplishes the goals the school sees as pre-requisites
~to that situation. ‘This implies that the school needs
to make an ear}y effort to help the student intelligently
select the direction in which he and his paren%s wish
him to go, and then the school shbuld monitor his
progress so as to identify the faét that progress is
not'sufficient. It is then the joint responsibility of

| the school and the student to take corrective action.

.. The placement office's function is to work with the

student in identifying his direction and then to monitor

his progress. It works with the sfudent and the instruction-
al elements when problems arise. It also has the related
functicn of working with people.,in the community and
the colleges to secure students work-study opportunities
while they are in school and placements once they aré
out of school. The final eleﬁent in the pupil services ;
areas 1s the assessment center. Its function is to

wdrk with the instructional component to establish

testing standards and then to actﬁally conduct the testing.
In this régard it serves the function of certifying student
progress.. It also does the psychological and other
diagnbstic testing for the school or contracts for testing
that 1s not within its capability.

The final category of changes is in the area of

administration. The most important chan;e is the

13
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introductiqn of a comptroller/finance office at the
complex le#el. Besides handling the functions that

are currently handled at the school level, this office
serves the function of providing expertise in designing
the system to account for the intra-school financial
transactions arising from the zero-budgeting system.
Naturally'iﬁ would be expected that this office would
do a considerable amount of the work in maintaining
th&se sfétems as well. The administrative services
component serves..the funct?on of maintaining
switchboard, reprbduction gnd clerical services for
people within the complex. The idea is that these
functions would be utilized 6n an as neéded basis
rather than each component hiring a person or persons
to do that work, regardless of the day-to-day Variétions
in need. '

Taken together these changes é&nstitute a substan-
ial alternative to even the innovative schools that
make up the Ndova Complex. While unlikely to be workable
or desireable in every detail, it points to the fact
that impleasenting = number of the innoﬁations that
are advocated on a piecemeal basis can add up to a
radical cnange. To the extent that it represents an
integration of those innovations, it may illustrate
why adoption of just one of th. innovatiéns in the
context of an exisﬁing school is unlikely to radically

alter its style or performance.
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Staffing- The staffingbplan clearly embodies the
comprehensive nature of the chénges envisioned by this
model. A number of new funcfions have been added
and the personnel have been consolidated into single
offices rather than being located in each individual
school.' There haé been the addition of a top management
group for the compléx as a whole as well as a community
board of directors with their own separate staff.
Figure % illustrates the overall organizational relation-
ships involved. Table 3 contains the specific people
involved 1in each area.

The instructional components have changed in
a way similar to that envisibned in Model A;v If anything
this model moves the certified personnel more into the
role of instructional management and materials develop-
ment. In this model 'students ére'expected'to share
with non-certified people many of the lowér level
instructional tasks as well as hand}ing administrative

and non-instructional tasks.

15



ANALYSIS
ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES

General- The analysis of these budgetary models are
based around two key concepts. The first concept is
that of cost centers. Cost cen%ers afe those major
activities that taken together consfitute the foﬁal
éosts of the scnool. Cost points are the second .
concept. They are éctivities within the cost centers
that are the major contributbrs to the cost within
each center. Cost points %re specifié activities

and taken together they doinot add up to the overall
cbsts. Thus the costAcenters point to the distribution
of cost among the acitivities within the school while
cost points point out the individual activities that
absorb most of the costs while ignoring the many

miscellaneous activities that are only minor contributors

to the overall cost picture.

Cautions- There are two problems which obscure some

of the comparisons and make this analysis less effective
than it might be. The first caution is implied by

the comments on functional stuffing. Thebmoney.allocated
to instruction in the existing model actuélly covers

the salaries of teachers. While the teacher;s primary
function is instruction, teachers also perform a number
of other functions which are accounted for separately

in the other two models. Thus some of the differences

are an artifact of the system of budgeting.

16




The second problem is the lackrof accounting for

many of the costs that lie outside of the school.

To be most effective this analytical procedure should
be utilized in the context of the.total cost to the
chmunity of .the educational system. A number of key
.costs such as building expense, capital, transportation
are not included. Without this data the programs cannot

~be compared in the context of the.community's needs.

17
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. Cost Center Analysis- In comparing the existing school

cbmplex to the two alternative'models, the first step
should be to diquse of the items that are identical
across all three budgets. Those items are the vocational,
'specialveducafiong community school, and maintenance
areas. The resources devoted to them are covered in
Table 4.

The regular indtruction component shows a marked
reduction in both of the alternative models. It
received 60.2% of the totaﬁ expenditures in the existing .
school budget while receivgng 42.6% in the lModel A
budget and 48.7% in the Model B budget.. This item
also experiences a considerable amount of variability
within school levels. In the existing school elemehtary
budget it amounts to 70.4% of the budget compared
to 52% in the high school budget. ‘Both of the alternative
model budget.reduce this variability considerably.
The causes for these differences will be explored in
more detail under the cost point analysis.

In administration the existing school's arrangements
are retained in liodel A. As can be noted in Table 5,
there is a considerable»amount of variability between
the school levels in their allocations for administration.
The Model B budzet allocation for administration is
fairly similar in its total, but differs considerably
in the distribution. Specifically 5.1% of its total

nas been shifted into the complex wide functions of

AR
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top management, administrative services, and comptroller.
The administrative services and comptroller functions
would be zero budgeted, so the figures contained Here

are estimates of the services they would render to

the operatioqal'units.

Pupil services are more than doubled in the two -

alternative models as Table 6 indicates. In HodelvA

this difference is gntirely compoSed of the addition
of assessment to the pupil services sincé the allocations
to library and guidance are identical to the existing
school. In Model B both the library and guidance
functions are :augmented and the additonal function of
staff development.is included. The allocation to
assessment is somewhat reduced compared to the Model A'
budget. Again it is important to remember that the
teachers currently fulfill all assessment functions
in the existing schools. Depending oﬁ how much of their
time is devoted to that effort, the existing school
allocation to tiis function might be more or less.than
either of the two alternative models.

There is no existing allocation to the research

and development functions in the budget, znd that is

‘reflected in Table 7. This is again partly an artifact

sincé a number of people in the existing school complex
actually devote some time to these functions. To the
extent that they do devote time in this area some budget-
ary allocation should be made. This com?arision is

accurate to the extent that it reflects the fact that

19
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there are no people devoted full time to these functions
within the existing schools. As between Models A and
B, there is considerable variation. Model A devotes
roughly twice the amount fo this function that Model B
does. This is partly an artifact of the organizational
structures in that fhe tmaterials develobment function
which is separately listed in Model A is included under
the library in liodel B. But it aiso reflects the fact -
that there are certain costs aésociated witin maintaining
separate offices in eéch'df the school levels. Finally
it represents a higﬁér:overall commitment in iodel A.

| The final difference ik the existénce of a
community board of directors in lModel B. Neither
the existing schools or Model A have such an entitj.
In Model B it represents .9% of the total budget.
Combined with the community school this amounts to
1.4 % of the budget in lModel B devoted to community

relations.

<0
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Cost Point Analysis - Regular Instruction- As Table 8

reflects, across all models there is one cost that

overwhelms the rest, certified teachers. salaries.

|
|
: |
This is especially true in the existing schools where " §
it consumes ovef half of the educational dollar élone. 3
In the other—models this cost amounts to approximately %
BO%, but is still the single largest cost. Both ;
alternative models gtresslthe use of aideshand,actually

devote nearly twice as many resourées to them. [Nodel B _?

which stresses the use of materials does have more
. ?i” . .
 over 6% as opposed to

. ;
.

resources devoted to them,
negligible amounts in the other models. Even this
amount may be too low when compared to the theoretical
emphasis this model gives to the use of materials.

It is important to renew the éaﬁtion mentioned at
the start of this section. Without good information
on how teachers are actualiy spending théir time, this
budgetary analysis is not as powerful as it,should be.
It is geared to look at activities not people per se.
In the existing system this information is not at all
well known as far as the budget goes. Models A and B,
especially the latter are somewhat improved in that
regard, but the comparisons are inexact at best. It 1is
probably not permissible to say that Models A and B
place more emphasis on non-instructional tasks simely
because they allocate more money to aideé unless one
knows how much time the teachers in the existing system
actually spend in those type of tasis. .ibout the only

safe conclusion is that Model B allocates more to materiélé.

<1
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SUMMARY

The primary function of this papér was to iliﬁstrate
a process. That process is the invgétigation of the
economic and budgetary impact of educational changes
on the real world educational systems for which they
are intended. It is intended to provoke an integration
of theories, ideas, research, development, and the feél
world of the échools; ‘Numerous studies of the change
process 1n education (Miies,l964)'haVe demonstrated.
concluSively that change can not and will not occur
ﬁniess if is gearedhfo the needs and.agendas of the.
people who make it possible. Those people are in the
schools. For the serious investigator who is interested in
educational change, it is critical to integrate ideés
into the systems that must . implement them.
Model A in this papér represents an attempt to integrate
one major change into an existing school. tiodel B
i1llustrates an attempt to deal with implementing a
number of changes simultaneously. 1In addition to the
economic or financial integration attempted here, there
are also the problems of politics (the community),
organization (the people), and instruction (the scudencs):
A COmplete impact survey would need to deal with all of
these componentes. While a serious attempt to deal with -
this problem represents considerable effort and expense,
it is likely to save even greater amounts that would

have otherwise been poured into projects that produce
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unused developments. Beyond those.savings it is likely
to spark a host of new ideas that will have impact.

In sum the costs may be substanial, but the rewards

are likely to be far greater.
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K TABLE 1
EXIBTING SCHOOL STAPFlNG

’

ELEMENTARY PRING ASST TEACE ATDX L aRE

*

INSTRUCTION I 77 22 v

ADMINISTRATION Jaf ' >
LIBRARY '

GUIDANCE

ASSESSMENT

RESEARCH/EVAL

CURRICULUM DEV

DEVELOEMENT i

MATERIALS DEV

MANAGEMENT ANAT |

MIDDLE SCHOOL *

INSTRUCTION ’(k 4.9 10
ADMINISTRATION 1

LIBRARY l

GUIDANCE

ASSESSMENT

DEVELOFMENT

RESEARCH/EVAL

CURRICULUM DEV

MATERIALS DEV

MANAGEMENT ANALI

HIGH SCHOCL *

INSTRUCTION | 9 16

ADMINISTRATION 1 U 5 15
LIBRARY 2 " | L

Ol

GUIDANCE 4

ASSESSMENT !
DEVELOPIMENT

RESEARCH/EVAL

CURRICULUF. DEV }
MATERIALS DEV
MANAGENENT ANAL [

* Figures are estimates.
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ELEMENTARY

INSTRUGTION

' ADMINISTRATTON

‘LIBRARY
GUIDANCE

- ASSESSMENT

DEVELOPMENT

RESEARCH/EVAL -
CURRICULUY DEV
MATERIALS D&V

MANAGEMENT ANAL

MIDDIE SCHOOL

INSTRUCTION
ADMINISTRATION
LIBRARY
GUIDANCE
ASSESSMENT
DEVELOFHENT
RESEARCH/EVAL
CURRICULUM DEV
MATERIALS DEV

MANAGEMENT ANAL |

HIGH SCHOOL

INSTRUCTION
ADMINISTRATION
LIBRARY
GUIDANCE
ASSESSMENT
DEVELOPIENT
RESEARCH/EVAL

CURRICULUK DEV | 1

MATERIALS DEV
MANAGENENT ANAL

: TABLE 2
MODEL A - STAFFING

PRINC ASST . TEioH AIDE CLERK
% 40 ]
- . . —
-
] s 2
4 2 2
2 2
2 2
2 2
; 52 26 .
1 1 >
T 7
7 1
2 2 7
/]
- !
/]
2 o
1 oy 2 12
2 1
i 2 {
1 2 4 1
1 1
/]
3 2

<6
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, TABLE 3
STAFFING SUMMARY SHEET

"EXISTING®
~ PRINC ASST _TELCH AIDR CLERK

INSTRUCTION | " 217 48

 ADMINISTRATION no 5 |- K 25
LIBRARY - . . -
GUIDANCE ’ 7 1 3

~ ASSESSMENT B -
DEVELOPMENT . —— |
RESEARCH/EVAL | .
CURRICULUM DEV L
MATERIALS DEV | :
MANAGEMENT ANAT ‘ . - i

MODEL A

INSTRUCTION F:A 1iLE 110 :
ADMINISTRATION i 5 . 25
LIBRARY | | 5 1
GUIDANCE | 7 g 5
ASSESSMENT 1l S 8 4
DEVELOENENT | 1
RESEARCH/EVAL ' ! 4 ’ 4
CURRICULUM DEV {1 3 3 5
MATERIALS DEV I 5 2 5
MANAGEMENT ANAL {_

MODEL B
INSTRUCTICN [ 139 - a5
ADMINISTRATION 5 “ i 8
LIBRARY g 4 2
GUIDANCE 1 2 al

~ ASSESSMENT g - 5 2 2 i
DEVELOPHEN - 5 1 ]
RESEARCH/EVAL 1 2 1 7
CURRICULUN DEV # - g . 1 g
MATERIALS DEV
MANAGEMENT ANAL 1 ' 1

 * Figures are estimates.




TABLE %
COMIMON ITEMS

Function . Total Lower Middle High
Vocational 8. 0 8.7 13.1
-EBEducation

Special . 6.9 13,4 8.7 1.5
Education '

Community - .9 0 0 2.0
School .

Maintenance 6 l4* 5.3 5,8 7.5

*Figure for Model B is actually 6.2

All Figures are percentages of respective budget totals.
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TABLE 5

_ ADMINISTRATION
Function Total Lower  Middle High
Existing & 11.8 6.0 10.0 - 16.6
Model A
Model B-Total  11.2
Top Management = - 2.0
Administrative .8
Service; . !
Comptroller ' 2.3
School Directors 6.1

<9

1!7!"‘,‘,’:



Function

Existing School-
Potal

- Library

Guidance

Model A-Total
Library .
Guidance
Assessment

Model B-Total
Library

Guidance

Staff Ue?elOpment

Assessment

TABLE ©

PUPIL SERVICES

Total

5.6

2.4
3.1
12.7
2.4
3.1
7.0
13.2
3.6

346

102
5.0

ower Middle - High
5.0. . 5.4 6.5
2.8 3.0 1.9.
2.1 2.3 4.2

12.9 42.9 12.5
2.8 3.0 1.9
2.1 2.3 4.2

8.0 - 7.5 6.2
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Function

Reseabch/
Evaluation

Curriculum -

Design

Materials
Design

Management
Analysis

All figures are percentages of overal budget total.

TABLE 7

RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

Existing "~ Model A

- 5.2
- 3.9
- 3.4

* included under library.

31

Model B
2.7

-8

1.0

’m-"ﬁ* .’



TABLE 8

INSTRUCTIONAL COST POINTS

Function Existing Model Ar Model B
Personnel |
Certified = 54.1 31.0 31.7
Aides 5.1 1M.6 1Q.2
Materials' | '* * 3.9
Capital * o ' 2e3

|
All figures are percentage% of overall budget total.

i
!

* negligible
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FIGURE 3

MODEL B.- ORGANIZATION .

—_
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Board - Board
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, Placement ibrary Custodial
Evaluation ). kesource Cente Services
Pre-School Lower House Middle House Upper House

[

NOTES: . .

"F'"- Front or Community: Relations
"T'"- Thought or Development

"P"- People or Organization

"A''- Action or Production

- indicates offices that are zero budgeted
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