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The Boston Summer Learnin Project, which serves more
than 1,700 low-income youth, has been helpin students
avoid summer learnin loss since 2010. An evaluation from
the National Institute on Out-of-School Time in 2011 found
students’ En lish lan ua e arts (ELA) skills improved by 12
percent while their math skills improved by 17 percent. In
2012, En lish lan ua e learners demonstrated particularly
impactful academic ains—32 percent in ELA and 33
percent in math.

In Grand Rapids, a 2011 evaluation of the Summer Learnin
Academy (SLA) found that participants experienced

si ni cantly better math outcomes over the summer when
compared with peers from similar demo raphics who did
not participate in the pro ram, with avera e ains equivalent
to 6.7 weeks of school-year instruction in math. Middle
school SLA participants bene ted the most, with avera e
ains equivalent to 14.1 weeks of school-year instruction

in math. SLA is a partnership of the school district with
foundations and community partners.

Pretest and posttest data from Duval County (Florida)
summer pro rams show stron positive results in K-2
readin , K-5 readin and math, and other cate ories. For
example, the K-5 Superintendent’s Academy math test
scores showed 70 percent of kinder arteners scorin at
rade level at the end of the summer, compared with 29
percent at the start of summer (see ure 1).



Figure 1. Students Scoring at Grade Level in Math Before and After Summer Program
in Duval County, Florida (percent)

rize and encourage school district use
of some of these funds for summer
learning to close achievement gaps.
This could have a significant impact
in districts with concentrated poverty

yet would require no new funding.

215TGENTURY COMMUNITY
LEARNING CENTERS
(21ST CCLC)

The 21st CCLCisafederal education
program providing formula grants to
states for afterschool and summer
learning programs. Each state estab-
lishes specific criteria for awarding
competitive grants to school districts
and community-based organizations.
Some states have established regula-
tions requiring that specific char-
acteristics of high-quality summer
learning programs be incorporated
into grant applications. Additional

states could be more directive in
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addressing the proportion of 21st
CCLC funds that ought to support
high-quality summer programs and

in determining key characteristics
for those programs. This requires no

additional funding,.

Two other priority issues—grade-
level reading and teacher induction—
may benefit from some combination
of legislative and administrative

action on summer learning.

GRADE-LEVEL READING

Early learning has become an educa-
tion policy priority at the federal
and state levels. Most states already
have legislation in this arena, without
necessarily  identifying  summer
learning as a strategy. The national
Campaign for Grade-Level Reading

recognizes summer learning as a core

strategy to help young people read at

. Pretest
. Posttest

grade-level by the end of third grade.
State legislation could authorize
and fund summer literacy programs
for young students. State-funded
pilot programs with strong program
evaluation components could move
the field forward
Where states already have legislation

significantly.

addressing grade-level reading, state
boards of education and SEAs may
have leeway to use summer learning

as a core strategy.

TEACHER INDUCTION
The quality of teaching has also been

a major policy issue at the federal
and state levels. Summer learning
programs offer tremendous oppor-
tunities for teachers in training or in
their first years of practice to learn
by doing in conditions generally less

pressured than during the school year
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because of better teacher-student
ratios and other factors. Summer
programs can incorporate intensive
mentoring by experienced teachers
as well as regular—even daily—
debriefing and reflection activities.
School districts should take advan-
tage of summer not only to combat
summer learning loss, but simulta-
neously provide professional devel-
opment. States could support such
efforts by targeting some existing
or new teaching quality funds to

summer programming.

In addition to these four priorities,
other important areas for state policy

development may include:

B Summer as an opportunity
for experienced teachers to
develop innovative approaches
to addressing the Common Core
State Standards;

B Supporting effective student data
sharing among schools and out-
of-school time programs;

B Collection of data on invest-
ment in and outcomes of summer
learning—both traditional
remedial programs and innovative
programs reflecting New Vision
tor Summer School principles—
to ensure that investment follows
high-quality programs;

B Developing or strengthening
incentives for school-community
partnerships that can facilitate

summer learning;

B Using summer learning to
develop and pilot digital learning
methods and digital student port-
folio strategies, e.g., badging;

B Enhancing professional develop-

ment for—and innovation by—
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teachers, principals, and other

education professionals;

B Supporting STEM (science,
technology, engineering and
mathematics) initiatives, espe-
cially the role that summer
programs can play in providing
time and space to have scien-
tists, engineers, accountants, and
others work with youth in class-
rooms and laboratories, as well as
through internships and summer

job opportunities for older youth;

B Using summer to facilitate smooth
student transitions into kinder-
garten, middle school, high school,

and postsecondary education;

B Creating commissions to make
recommendations for state policy
on summer learning (or expanded
learning opportunities more
generally); and

B Integration of summer learning
into policies aimed at improving
on-time high school graduation
rates and postsecondary student

SucCcess.

Summer learning loss presents a
significant challenge to educators’
and policymakers’ efforts to ensure
equity and excellence in public educa-
tion. There are, however, numerous
opportunities for constructive poli-
cymaking to make summer an asset
rather than a liability, even within
the context of an education board’s
strategic plan and current state and

local initiatives.

Sarah Pitcock is chief executive officer at
the National Summer Learning Asso-
ciation (NSLA). Bob Seidel is senior
director, strategic initiatives and policy,

at NSLA. For more information, contact

Bob Seidel at bseidel@summerlearning.
org. 1o learn more about NSLA's New
Vision for Summer School Network, visit
www.summerlearning.org/NVS§S.
For information on NSLAs annual

conference, visit WWW. SUMmmer-

learning.org/conference.
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Thirty-one NVSS districts collectively serve more
than 2 million students: Atlanta (GA), Austin
(TX), Baltimore (MD), Birmingham (AL), Boston
(MA), Charlotte-Mecklenburg (NC), Chicago
(IL), Cincinnati (OH), Council Bluffs (IA), Dallas
(TX), Duval County (FL), Fairfax County (VA),
Fresno (CA), Grand Rapids (MI), Houston (TX),
Milwaukee (WI), Minneapolis (MN), Newark
(NJ), New York City (NY), Oakland (CA), Phila-
delphia (PA), Pittsburgh (PA), Providence (RI),
Racine (WI), Rochester (NY'), Sacramento (CA),
Seattle (WA), Springfield (MA), St. Paul (MN),
Washington (DC), and Wausau (WI).



