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SOL Remediation (2016-17) 
Program Evaluation Results 

 
Background Information 
The Loudoun County Public Schools (LCPS) SOL Remediation program focuses on providing specific 
instructional strategies and interventions to identified subgroups of students based on the participating 
school’s needs assessment.  As funds may only be used for services provided outside of the teacher’s 
contract hours, remediation services most often take place after school hours.  The program is supported 
by local funds and managed by the Office of School Improvement in the Department of Instruction. 
 
In October 2016, all building principals were notified of the opportunity to submit online proposals for 
SOL Remediation funds before the end of the month.  Of the 58 schools that applied for funds, 58 (100%) 
were approved comprising 39 elementary schools, 10 middle schools, and 9 high schools.  The total 
amount of approved SOL remediation funds was $365,185.67: $227,519.37 for elementary schools, 
$64,238.85 for middle schools, and $73,427.45 for high schools.  At the end of the 2016-17 school year, 
the total amount of expended funds was $234,876.75: $166,036.72 for elementary schools, $32,220.76 for 
middle schools, and $36,619.27 for high schools. 
 
Data from the school proposals indicated different preferences for initiating remediation services during 
the school year (see Table 1).  For example, the majority of elementary and middle school teams planned 
to begin remediation services during the third grading period (January 27-April 6, 2017).  Start dates for 
the high school teams were more evenly distributed across the first three grading periods.  Only one 
school team elected to implement their SOL remediation program during the last grading period. 
 
Table 1: When did the participating schools plan to initiate remediation services? 
 

School Type 
Grading 
Period 1 

Grading 
Period 2 

Grading 
Period 3 

Grading 
Period 4 

Elementary 1 13 23 1 

Middle 2 2 5 0 

High 4 3 3 0 

Total 7 19 31 1 

 
Evaluation Focus   
This study documented the implementation and outcomes of the SOL Remediation program during the 
2016-17 school year.  The following research questions informed the collection and analysis of evidence: 
 
1. To what extent are SOL remediation services being provided to students at the site visit schools?   
2. What is the implementation level of the programs?   
3. What are recommended practices/lessons learned for SOL remediation in the future? 
4. What is the overall impact of remediation services on the students’ SOL scores?  What is the optimal 

number of sessions? 
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Methodology 
To facilitate the collection of evidence, evaluators from the Research Office followed a collaborative 
approach (Patton, 2008) in which key stakeholders from the SOL Remediation program participated 
directly in the planning and implementation of the evaluation.  After constructing the evaluation design 
and research questions, the evaluation team selected the following data collection methods: (a) focus 
group interviews with a cross section of school leadership teams, (b) database of student attendance 
records, and (c) database of summative student outcomes (pre/post) from Virginia SOL tests. 
 
To understand the nature of SOL remediation programming across different school settings, seven 
leadership teams (3 ES, 2 MS, 2 HS) were selected, based on the quality of their proposals, to participate 
in focus group interviews with members of the Research Office between March and May 2017.  Four of 
the schools (2 ES, 1 MS, 1 HS) had implemented the SOL Remediation program for at least six years 
whereas the other three schools (1 ES, 1 MS, 1 HS) had between 3 to 5 years of participation in the 
program.  In addition, remediation sessions were observed in classrooms at six of the schools. 
 
Between May and June 2016, all SOL remediation school contacts were asked to submit their student 
attendance data to the Research Office for processing.  Twenty-nine (19 ES, 5 MS, 5 HS) out of 58 
participating schools (50%) provided the requested data in hardcopy and/or electronic formats between 
May and August 2017.  After the data had been cleaned, a total of 2,786 students (1,196 ES, 700 MS, 890 
HS) were found to have attended the following number of remediation sessions: 12,128 in mathematics, 
12,859 in reading, 1,394 in science, and 515 in history.  Secondary school students typically received 
remediation for one content area whereas in the elementary schools, about 81% of the students received 
remediation for both mathematics and reading.  Elementary schools in the sample had the highest 
percentage of English Language Learner (ELL) students (40%) whereas middle schools had relatively 
low percentages of Hispanic (18%), ELL (19%), and Economically Disadvantaged (21%) students (see 
Table 2).   
 
Table 2: How were performance subgroups represented across school types in the sample? 
 

Subgroup Elementary Schools 
(N=19) 

Middle Schools 
(N=5) 

High Schools 
(N=5) 

Male 48% 46% 46% 

Hispanic 37% 18% 40% 

Economically Disadvantaged 44% 21% 44% 

ELL 40% 19% 29% 

Special Education 17% 14% 14% 

 
Finally, pre/post scale scores from the students’ 2016 and 2017 Virginia SOL tests in mathematics, 
reading, science, and history were collected, cleaned, and analyzed between August and September 2017.  
Gain scores were included in the analysis only if the students had received remediation services in the 
same content area.  For high school students, no gain score was computed for reading since the SOL test 
is administered in the 11th grade only.  Additionally, given the relatively low number of remediation 
sessions in science and history for students in Grades K-8, SOL gain scores for these content areas were 
computed only for high school students.    



Research Office 4 
Department of Instruction 04/16/2018
  

Results 

1. To what extent are SOL remediation services being provided to students at the site visit schools?  

Data provided from interviews with seven school leadership teams revealed a common focus on the 
identification of small, targeted subgroups of students based on multiple data sources (see Tables 3-5).  
Targeted subgroups included special education (SPED) students, ELLs, Proficiency Gap Groups 1-2 in 
accordance with Virginia’s federal No Child Left Behind flexibility waiver, tier 3 students based on the 
Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) model, and students within a particular grade level (e.g., 6th 
graders).   
 
Table 3: What is the purpose of SOL remediation at the site visit schools? 
 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• Fill in gaps for bubble 
students in specific 
Proficiency Gap Groups 
(e.g., SPED) based on mid-
year data 

• Close achievement gaps 
and assist with completing 
homework  

• Raise scores for watchlist of 
students and pass the SOLs 

• Target tier 3 students (e.g., 
SPED) for growth and build 
relationships with an adult 
advocate 

• Students (e.g., 6th grade) in 
375-425 range safely pass, 
those in 300-350 range 
exhibit annual growth, and 
those who can easily pass 
SOLs receive enrichment 

• Target an identified group 
of students (e.g., ELLs) 
who are at risk of failing 
SOLs or not meeting 
graduation requirements 

• Target tier 3 students 
based on pyramid of 
interventions and multiple 
data points 

 
In the three elementary schools, the average size of the subgroups ranged from 12-15 students per grade 
level whereas at the secondary level, targeted students at two schools were placed in tier 3 groups which, 
based on the MTSS framework, normally range from two to seven percent of the total student population.  
One middle school in its third year of implementation was in the process of reducing the number of 
identified students to a more manageable number. 
 
Table 4: How many students are selected for the program? 
 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• No more than 15 students 
per grade level; targeted 
subgroups are identified by 
summer (Proficiency Gap 
Groups 1 and 2) 

• Serves a total of 35-40 
students without much 
turnover; number spikes at 
end of the year 

• No more than 12 students 
per grade level 

• Working on improving the 
identification process; too 
many students (about 120) 
were identified in the 
previous year; attendance 
drops with onset of nicer 
weather  

• Depends on data: D/F list, 
discipline referrals, Student 
Growth Assessments (SGAs), 
teacher recommendations 

• Monitors a Google Doc 
with current grades and 
comments on needed 
skills based on teacher 
recommendations 

• Tracks students using the 
school’s pyramid of 
interventions (MTSS 
framework) 
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In addition, of the multiple data sources used to identify the student subgroups, the most frequently used 
metrics were based on staff recommendations and whether or not the students had previously failed an 
SOL test.  Other data points included ongoing formative and summative assessments, attendance, 
discipline referrals, and risk factors associated with special needs populations (e.g., English not spoken at 
home for ELL students). 
 
Table 5: Which data sources are used to identify students? 
 

Data Source Elementary 
Schools 

Middle 
Schools 

High 
Schools 

Previously failed an SOL test 3 2 2 

Missed a mid-year cutpoint on assessment/grades* 2 2 2 

Identified by other data points (behavior, etc.)** 2 1 2 

Staff recommendations 3 2 2 

*Teacher-made assessments, writing samples, PALS, DRA, AIMSweb, PowerSchool, Achieve3000, iReady, 
ALEKS, NWEA MAP.  **Attendance, discipline referrals, indicators for ELL (e.g., English not spoken at 
home) and SPED (e.g., dyslexia) students. 
 
In five out of seven site visit schools, the most desired outcome for the targeted subgroups of remediated 
students was improvement in their SOL scores (see Table 6).  The other two schools emphasized growth 
indicators from online tools such as Achieve3000, PowerSchool, and ALEKS.  Other targeted outcomes 
included strong student-teacher relationships, positive academic mindsets (e.g., perseverance or grit), and 
reduced anxiety levels among more advanced students during testing. 
 
Table 6: What are the desired outcomes of the school programs? 
 

Desired Outcome Elementary 
Schools 

Middle 
Schools 

High 
Schools 

SOLs 3 1 1 

Other assessments* 1 1 2 

Behavior 0 1 0 

Assessment of attitudes** 0 2 0 

Feedback from students and staff 0 1 0 

*Achieve3000, PowerSchool, NWEA MAP, ALEKS, quarterly grades.  **Academic mindset (persistence or 
grit), students’ attitudes toward school, anxiety levels during testing. 
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2. What is the implementation level of the programs?   

While the majority of the school leadership teams interviewed ultimately sought to improve SOL test 
scores, their intervention strategies were driven mostly by formative assessment results aligned to specific 
instructional needs (see Table 7).  In addressing this question, five of the school teams noted the utility of 
online assessment tools such as NWEA MAP, PowerSchool, and ALEKS.  Other interventions mentioned 
by three leadership teams at the secondary level included (a) quick relaxation strategies to alleviate test-
taking anxiety, (b) exercises to promote resilience in the LCPS 5Cs (critical thinking, communication, 
collaboration, creativity, and contribution), and (c) interactions with a dedicated teacher/mentor.   
 
Table 7: What types of services are being provided to students? 
 

Remediation Service Elementary 
Schools 

Middle 
Schools 

High 
Schools 

Academic (aligned to specific instructional needs 
based on student-level assessments) 

3 2 2 

Academic (aligned to general instructional needs 
based on analysis of SOL skills) 

1 1 1 

Behavioral (focused on study habits, time 
management, academic mindsets, etc.) 

0 2 1 

Social (focused on mentoring, interactions w/others) 0 1 1 

 
When asked about the duration of their remediation programs, five out of seven respondents noted that 
their services continued for multiple months during the school year (see Table 8).  One elementary school 
team had recently shortened the length of its program from seven to two months due to the difficulty of 
maintaining the engagement levels of both teachers and students.  Another team at the secondary level 
stated that their services were so differentiated that they had no set timelines for their participating tier 3 
students.  In the words of one respondent: “It’s kid to kid, need by need.”  Their student performance data 
were reviewed on a monthly basis in order to make programming decisions. 
 
Table 8: What is the duration of the remediation services being provided? 

 

Duration Elementary 
Schools 

Middle 
Schools* 

High 
Schools 

Two to four weeks 0 1 0 

One to two months 1 1 0 

Over two months 2 1 2 

*At one middle school the duration of services varied by content area.  
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With respect to the frequency of remediation services, five out of seven school teams held between one 
and two sessions per week (see Table 9).  Two secondary schools remediated at more frequent intervals of 
three to five times per week.  The middle school team varied the frequency of their services by content 
area (e.g., daily for English and every other day for science and mathematics).  The length of their 
sessions also varied (e.g., 90 minutes for English and 45 minutes for mathematics).  The high school team 
reviewed their programming decisions every month based on data collected on their tier 3 students. 
   
Table 9: What is the frequency of the remediation sessions? 

 

Frequency Elementary 
Schools 

Middle 
Schools 

High 
Schools 

3-5 times/week 0 1 1 

Once or twice/week 3 1 1 

3. What are recommended practices/lessons learned for SOL remediation in the future?  

Small group remediation was reported to have the most positive impact on the participating students 
across all school types (see Table 10).  Three schools noted the effectiveness of building relationships 
between the students and a dedicated teacher.  Other promising practices included access to hands-on, 
non-digital content; integration of remediation and enrichment activities through differentiated One to the 
World (OttW)/Personalized Learning (PL) lessons; and administration of surveys to hold students 
accountable to their own set goals. 

Table 10: Which aspects of the remediation programs have had the most positive impact on 
students?  

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• Small group approach with 
two teachers and 15 
students 

• Personalized focus on 
specific skills; building of a 
relationship with the teacher 

• Extension of core instruction 
in a non-digital format; 
building of a relationship 
with the teacher 

• Students in small groups 
with dedicated teachers, 
not just access to more 
digital content; flexible 
scheduling based on 
prioritized student needs 

• English SOL bootcamp 
aligned with OttW/PL 
content and differentiated 
menus of activities: 
teacher-led Pear Decks 1 
and 2, mandatory 
independent work, and 
small group work for 
enrichment 

• Designated time for small 
group or one-to-one 
targeted remediation; 
surveying students to hold 
them accountable for 
their own learning and 
mastery of material  

• Structured summer 
program in which 8th and 
9th grade teachers 
planned activities 
together 
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While activities such as small group instruction were found to be effective for the remediated students, 
the delivery of these activities in an after-school setting was problematic for five of the seven school 
teams interviewed (see Table 11).  Some of the concerns provided were (a) the length of the school day 
for younger students and their teachers, (b) the delivery of remediation services by teachers who are not 
the students’ regular teachers, (c) scheduling conflicts due to the students’ after-school obligations, and 
(d) after-school transportation issues.  The other two school teams were less concerned about the after-
school format than they were about the limited frequency and intensity of the interventions.   
 
Table 11: Which aspects of the remediation programs have not been as effective for students? 
 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• Cannot find sufficient grade-
level teachers to participate 
(they are not incentivized by 
additional pay); too long a 
school day including 
transportation time 

• Need more intervention (3-4 
days/week); would like to 
start in earlier grades 

• Focus on test prep and 
workbooks instead of 
providing extended 
instructional experiences; 
teachers get exhausted; 
transportation issues and 
schedules limit participation 
of some needy students 

• Afterschool format is not 
working because of lack of 
control; students don’t have 
their teachers; too long a 
school day (students need 
time to run and play); use of 
“happy snacks” as incentive  

• Afterschool approach is 
ineffective because teachers 
and students are already 
tired; as students are at 
different levels in math, it is 
difficult to differentiate 
given the teacher to student 
ratio 

• Low attendance because 
of students’ after-school 
obligations (work, family, 
etc.) 

• Need to be more 
individualized with the 
human factor 

 
To address the challenges of remediating in an after-school setting, two school teams made major changes 
to their program designs (see Table 12).  For example, one elementary school team shortened the length 
of their program from seven to two months in order to improve student persistence.  One of the middle 
school teams transitioned away from after school altogether by holding their remediation sessions during 
the resource period.  Other adjustment strategies included (a) decreasing the number of students to enable 
smaller intervention groups, (b) integrating more personalized learning tools such as NWEA MAP 
assessments, and (c) adopting a tiered approach to intervention with a systemic cross-curricular focus. 
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Table 12: What changes have been made to the remediation programs over time? 

 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• Shortened the length from 
seven to two months 
because students and 
teachers weren’t persisting 
in the program 

• More personalized learning 
and drilldown to skills via 
integration of NWEA MAP, 
iReady, and MathWorks 

• More of a tiered approach 
with specific plans for 
students, using high-yield 
instructional strategies at 
higher levels of Bloom’s 
Taxonomy and a cross-
curricular focus (vs. test prep 
approach in the past) 

• PLCs received smaller lists of 
students in need of support 
and teachers got to choose 
their students; the approach 
became small-group 
focused  

• Switched from after-school 
approach to remediation 
during the resource period 
which was more conducive 
for supports; have a smaller 
teacher to student ratio 
with groups of 6-7 students 

• More of a targeted, data-
driven approach to the 
identification of students 
which coincides with 
ongoing data collection 
streams (e.g., teacher 
referrals) 

• They’re always changing 
something up every 
month 

  
When asked about the desired future of the SOL Remediation program, each school team offered a 
different suggestion with one exception (see Table 13): Two secondary school teams recommended the 
development of a structured summer bridge program (e.g., for rising 9th graders).  Other ideas included (a) 
the use of MAP assessment scores to identify PreK-12 students with a focus on early intervention, (b) the 
adoption of a growth mindset curriculum to develop students’ metacognitive skills, (c) broader integration 
of the PL initiative with a focus on mathematics and reading, and (d) greater autonomy for schools to plan 
the use of funds based on their students’ needs.  One high school team was generally satisfied with the 
current design of their remediation program: a hybrid Response to Intervention (RtI) model. 
 
Table 13: What are the recommendations for continuing the SOL Remediation program? 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools 

• Use MAP scores to identify K-
12 students with a pro-active 
focus on pre-school; 
Kindergarteners who are 
already behind can receive 
supports 

• Additional staff, such as a 
school-based instructional 
facilitator, instead of new 
programs or additional 
resources 

• Nontraditional summer 
program for students who 
might regress during the 
break; field trips 

• Resources, professional 
development and content 
for a growth mindset 
curriculum (Carol Dweck’s 
Brainology for Schools) in 
first semester to improve 
metacognitive skills; more 

• Currently at a happy 
medium with specific 
and targeted 
interventions in a hybrid 
RtI model  

• Each school develops a 
plan specific to its 
students’ needs and the 
autonomy to use own 
funds; explore a 
structured summer 
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• Expand program to four 
days/week so it can end 15 
minutes earlier; more 
supports for PL from Math 
and Reading Supervisors to 
take students further; division 
data teams can analyze data 
to monitor program and 
provide direction 

autonomy for schools to 
change fixed block 
schedules; more 
collaborative learning 
centers; cross-grade-level 
teams with different 
teachers sharing students 
across grades and contexts 

bridge program for 8th 
and 9th grade teachers 
to plan together; hold 
cluster-wide planning 
days (Gr. 3-12) to align 
common assessments 
and standards to a clear 
purpose  

4. What is the overall impact of remediation services on the students’ SOL scores?  What is the optimal 
number of sessions? 

In order to compute the pre/post SOL test score gains, paired samples t-tests were conducted on the 2016 
and 2017 Spring SOL scale scores of remediated students in the areas of mathematics, reading, science, 
and history.  If the results were statistically significant, effect sizes (Cohen’s d) were also calculated.  
According to Cohen (1988), an effect size of .2 is small, .5 is medium, and .8 is large. 
 
Analysis of SOL data for remediated students during the 2016-17 school year revealed statistically 
significant gains in mathematics and/or reading across all school types (see Table 14).  Elementary and 
high school students who had received remediation services in mathematics made significant (p < .05) 
gains of +12 (d = .25) and +16 (d = .31) points, respectively, however, the effect sizes were relatively 
small.  Note that the content covered in some upper-level courses such as mathematics may vary 
considerably from year to year.  The differences in reading scores for both elementary (+18, d = .39) and 
middle school (+23, d = .56) students were also found to be significant (p < .05), but with more moderate 
effect sizes.  Pre/post gains for high school students who received remediation in science and history were 
not found to be statistically significant.  Most of these students had attended between 1-4 remediation 
sessions. 
 
Table 14: Were the differences in pre/post scale scores statistically significant across school types? 
 

Test 
Elementary Schools (N=19) Middle Schools (N=5) 

2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 

Mathematics SOL 406 418* 
(.25) +12 419 422 +3 

Reading SOL 394 412* 
(.39) +18 395 418* 

(.56) +23 
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Test 
High Schools (N=5) 

2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 

Mathematics SOL 412 428* 
(.31) +16 

Science SOL 419 420 +1 

History SOL 457 456 -1 

*Post-score gain is statistically significant at the .05 level; effect sizes (Cohen’s d) in parentheses.  
 
To explore gains across different levels of remediation in mathematics and reading, the total attendance of 
each student was calculated and assigned to attendance ranges (e.g., 1-4 sessions).  Analysis of the 
pre/post gains by these attendance ranges revealed statistically significant differences in mathematics and 
reading scale scores in both elementary and middle schools (see Table 15).  In mathematics, significant 
gains (p < .05), but relatively small effect sizes, were found for elementary school students within 
attendance ranges of 5-10 (+13, d = .24) and 11-15 (+16, d = .32) sessions.  Middle school students with 
5-10 sessions (+19, d = .49) also made significant gains but with a relatively higher effect size.  Note that 
number of middle school students with higher levels of attendance (11 or more sessions) was insufficient 
for analysis.  In reading, significant gains (p < .05) with small to moderate effect sizes were found for 
elementary school students within the ranges of 5-10 (+21, d = .42), 11-15 (+15, d = .30), and 16 or more 
(+19, d = .44) attended sessions.  With respect to the middle school students, those whose attendance was 
within the ranges of 1-4 (+26, d = .71) and 5-10 (+20, d = .47) sessions made statistically significant gains 
(p < .05) with moderate effect sizes.  
 
Table 15: Were the differences in pre/post scale scores statistically significant across student 
attendance levels? 
 

Range 

Elementary Schools (N=19) 

Mathematics SOL Reading SOL 

2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 

1-4 sessions 405 411 +6 393 409 +16 

5-10 sessions 406 419* 
(.24) +13 392 413* 

(.42) +21 

11-15 sessions 406 422* 
(.32) +16 396 411* 

(.30) +15 

16+ sessions 411 416 +5 395 414* 
(.44) +19 
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Range 

Middle Schools (N=5) 

Mathematics SOL Reading SOL 

2015-16 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 2016-17 2016-17 Δ (+/-) 

1-4 sessions 423 424 +1 384 410* 
(.71) +26 

5-10 sessions** 398 417* 
(.49) +19 406 426* 

(.47) +20 

*Post-score gain is statistically significant at the .05 level; effect sizes (Cohen’s d) in parentheses.  
**Insufficient number of students with 11 or more remediation sessions in sample. 
 
Conclusions 
Evidence collected from focus group interviews, attendance records, and SOL test data yielded insights 
into the strengths of the SOL Remediation program and potential areas of growth for the 2017-18 school 
year.  More specifically, analyses of the data highlighted the following strengths: (a) identification of 
small, targeted subgroups of students based on multiple data sources; (b) targeted focus on improving 
students’ SOL scores; (c) intervention strategies driven by formative assessment results and aligned to 
specific instructional needs; (d) small group remediation as a promising practice; (e) data-driven, 
continuous improvement of program practices; (f) statistically significant pre/post gains on the 
Mathematics SOLs for elementary school students with 5-15 sessions, middle school students with 5-10 
sessions, and high school students overall; and (g) statistically significant pre/post gains on the Reading 
SOLs for elementary school students with 5-16+ sessions, middle school students with 1-10 sessions, and 
high school students in general. 
 
Potential areas of growth included: (a) discrepancy of $130,000 between the amount of approved and 
expended remediation funds; (b) limited availability of attendance data; (c) relatively low participation of 
student subgroups (e.g., ELLs) in the middle schools; (d) inconsistent levels of implementation across 
school types (e.g., total duration and frequency of interventions); (e) disadvantages of an after-school 
approach to remediation (e.g., long school day, transportation challenges, inconsistent teachers); and (f) 
statistically insignificant pre/post gains on the Science and History SOLs for high school students. 
  
It is important to note that the evaluation design used to develop this program’s goals is subject to change 
as SOL remediation strategies are integrated with other instructional initiatives.  Consequently, the 
implementation and outcome indicators of the SOL Remediation program may similarly evolve given the 
nature of continuous improvement. 
 
Recommendations 
After sharing the aforementioned findings with program stakeholders, the evaluation team developed the 
following recommendations for continued improvement into the 2017-18 school year: 
 
1. Apply promising practices from site visit schools: The interviews with the seven leadership teams 

(3 ES, 2 MS, 2 HS) provided valuable insights that should be incorporated into the requirements of 
the proposal application process.  Promising practices include: 

a. Identify a manageable number of students using clear selection criteria: Most of the 
leadership team members interviewed emphasized the importance of limiting participation to 
students with the highest needs based on predetermined cutoff points.  For example, in the 
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three elementary schools, the average size of the subgroups ranged from 12-15 students per 
grade level whereas at the secondary level, targeted students at two schools were placed in 
tier 3 groups which, based on the MTSS framework, normally range from two to seven 
percent of the total student population. 

b. Determine student needs based on multiple data points: When selecting students for 
remediation, having multiple data points presents a more complete picture of their strengths 
and weaknesses.  For example, in addition to reviewing summative assessment results such as 
the SOLs, school teams can also triangulate the data using recent quarterly/interim 
assessments (e.g., Achieve3000, ALEKS, NWEA MAP, and PowerSchool), discipline 
records, and social-emotional measures to identify patterns across the different data sets. 

c. Provide small group instruction targeted to specific skills and standards: Students in 
need of additional supports often benefit from targeted instruction in a small group setting 
with other students with similar needs.  The small group format not only facilitates instruction 
that is differentiated to the students’ needs, but it also allows for peer-to-peer support and 
collaboration.  While digital content also provides a platform for differentiation, the ideal 
format is face-to-face, small group instruction facilitated by a dedicated teacher.  

2. Reduce the balance of unexpended remediation funds: Given the outstanding balance of $130,000 
in unexpended remediation funds, program staff could take a number of different measures to 
improve cost management.  For example, the SOL Remediation proposal could require a detailed 
budget spreadsheet for applicants with instructions to guide their planning process.  This spreadsheet 
could be designed to assist program staff with tracking program costs on a frequent basis with the 
goal of reporting any cost discrepancies back to schools for immediate resolution.  In addition, if a 
school is slow to spend its allocated budget, the spreadsheet could be used for problem solving 
purposes to explore other strategies and their cost implications beyond the initial plan.  

3. Improve records management in the schools: Only half of the participating schools provided the 
requested attendance data for this evaluation.  A more complete data set could have provided 
additional insights into the effectiveness of the program, especially in the middle and high schools.  In 
addition, those that did provide data used a wide variety of reporting formats.  To streamline data 
collection in the future, participating schools could be provided an attendance form template at the 
beginning of the school year.  If a school team preferred to use its own attendance form, it could then 
be reviewed in advance to ensure that the required data elements are included.  Random data audits 
could also be scheduled to ensure that the forms are being maintained during the school year. 

4. Provide sustained remediation supports (minimum of 5-10 sessions): Based on the attendance 
data, inconsistent levels of implementation were found across the three school types.  While there was 
a wide variation in the frequency and duration of the remediation sessions, small to moderate effect 
sizes were consistently found in reading and mathematics gain scores when students participated in a 
minimum of 5-10 remediation sessions.  This minimum dosage of targeted instruction may be 
sufficient for reading and math interventions to have an impact on student skills and achievement 
depending on the level of need.  
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