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Part 1: Project Information 
School Board: 
Greater Essex County District School Board 
 

Submission Date: 
April 2013 

Project Title: 
The Impact of Tablet and Mobile Technology in the Elementary Classroom 
 

Contact person (role, email, phone number, etc.): 
Chris Knight, Teacher Consultant, chris.knight@gecdsb.on.ca, 519-255-3200x10354 
 

Scope of the project: 
Number of schools: 42 
Names of schools participating:  

Oct-Feb March-June 

Amherstburg Brock 

Anderdon Campbell 

Beaton Central 

Bellewood Davis 

Benson Forest Glade 

Colchester North Jack Miner 

DM Eagle King Edward 

East Mersea Kingsville 

Eastwood LaSalle 

Essex Malden 

Giles Maxwell 

Gosfield North McWilliam 

Marlborough Mount-Carmel B 

McCallum Parkview 

McGregor Prince Edward 

Prince Andrew Princess Elizabeth 

Queen Victoria Roseland 

Ruthven Roseville 

Southwood Tecumseh Vista 

Talbot Trail Victoria 

 
Number of classrooms: Approx 65 

Other Information: 
 

Number of students directly involved in the project (estimate only): 
1500 

Number of teachers and staff directly involved in the pilot project: 
Number of teachers: 65 
Number of non-teaching staff: 75 

Provide specifics on the roles of non-teaching staff, (e.g. IT, administration, ...) 

mailto:chris.knight@gecdsb.on.ca
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School Principals 
IT Support Staff and Technicians 
Classroom/School Support Roles eg EA etc 
 
 

Identify the target group of the pilot project activities. (e.g., specific grades, courses, curriculum/subject 
area, group of students based on identified need, teachers, …) 
The project was targeted at Elementary schools. All 60 were given the opportunity to participate. 42 chose 
to do so. Each of the 42 schools completed an application and are expected to submit a written report at 
the end of their cycle (4.5 months). The first cohort of schools (20 schools) were given distance support 
and did not meet face to face or network in any way. The second cohort were given face-to-face support 
with a project leader and an Apple Distinguished Educator, as well as subsequent release time and support 
at their own school. They were also given the chance to network between schools. 
 

Is this project a continuation of a project from Round 1 of this initiative (2011-2012)?   Yes  No 
If so, describe how. 
No 
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Part 2: Project Descriptions 
Describe your pilot project. Revisit the project description submitted in the Fall, 2012 and make 
refinements as needed to provide the specific focus and details of the project. 
 
Project Inquiry: 

1. What is the impact of skilful use of tablet and mobile technologies on students’ most urgent 

cognitive learning needs as outlined in the SIPSA? 

2. What is the impact of providing teachers with professional learning opportunities rooted in 

collaboration, inquiry, and classroom practice, on the teachers’ ability to effectively integrate 

technology into their own teaching and learning? 

3. How can the board BYOD opportunities be used to positively impact student outcomes? 

GECDSB started an iPad Pilot project in September of 2012. Schools were invited to apply to be 
involved in the pilot, with all applicants being accepted. The application asked the schools to identify 
the most urgent coginitive learning need in their students, as reflected by their SIPSA, and outline how 
technology, specifically iPads, could be used to address this need. At the end of their cycle (4.5 
months) the schools were required to submit a written report on their findings. 
 
For the second cohort of schools, various supports were put in place, including face-to-face sessions 
with a project lead and Apple Distinguished Educator, site visits, and additional release time.  
 
The final component of this project is to further look at how the board’s BYOD policy and practice has 
evolved and whether it has been leveraged in the same ways as the technology in this project. 
 

Specifically identify the type and role of technology in this pilot project. Describe why technology is 
an essential element to the pilot project. 
 
This project is specifically aimed at learning more about the potential impact of tablet computing 
devices (iPads in this case) on student learning, including comparing to our current technology 
allocations (laptops and desktops).  
 
We are also exploring the impact of different levels of support and types of support needed for success 
in the implementation and use of technology in the classroom. 
 
Lastly, and most importantly for us, was the need for schools to align their technology use with the 
learning needs of their students and their School Improvement Plan for Student Achievement (SIPSA) 
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Identify the success indicators (identified measurable outcomes) for the project. 
 
The project will allow us to measure the impact on instructional practice of those engaged in job-
embedded, collaborative learning models compared to those who are given the same technologies 
with no supports.  
 
We will also measure the impact of the intentional teacher action when using technology in the 
classroom on the students’ progress towards their most urgent cognitive need, as outlined in the 
SIPSA. 
 
 

State the baseline data that is being collected to provide impact evidence or measure improvement. 
 
We have collected applications from each of the participating schools, and each will submit a report on 
their findings. 
 
We have administered a short attitude survey for participants in the second cohort of this project and 
will take the same survey at the end of the project. 
 
We will also look at assessment data from the participating classes to try to identify any trends 
different to those of other classes in the school/schools in the system 
 
 

 

End of submission for Interim Report  

Submission Date – April 12, 2013 
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Part 3: Project Monitoring 
 

Identify the area (or areas) of impact of your monitoring activities. 

√     student engagement and achievement  

√   innovative instructional practices  

√   learning environments 

 digital citizenship/literacies 

 other (specify) 

 

 

Further clarification of these areas of impact is provided in the support materials accompanying this template. 

 

State the success indicators identified for measuring the success of the project. 

The original success indicators identified for this project were: 
 

1. The project will allow us to measure the impact on instructional practice of those engaged in job-
embedded, collaborative learning models compared to those who are given the same technologies 
with no supports.  

 
2. We will also measure the impact of the intentional teacher action when using technology in the 

classroom on the students’ progress towards their most urgent cognitive need, as outlined in the 
SIPSA. 
 

As the project progressed we also made several informal observations on the emerging themes and trends 
from the work in the project. 
 
 

Describe how data was collected to show evidence of impact. 

We used several methods to look at the impact of the project, and this was mostly qualitative in nature. It is 
important to note that our aims at the beginning of the project were not necessarily lofty ones, but that we 
would engage teachers in the use of technology linked specifically to their SIPSA, and that we would try to 
link this increased technology use to an increase (or not) in student achievement. As a parallel to this, we 
were looking for information and structures to support the increased use of tablet technology system-wide, 
were it deemed to be having an impact on student learning, as well as monitoring teacher attitudes towards. 
 
The data we collected for this project was in the form of an application to be involved, the SIPSA, a report 
submitted at the end of the participation, classroom and student observation, and focus group interviews. 
 
This project was organized into two groups of 20 schools (an additional 2 schools joined part way through). 
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The first group of schools acted almost as our ‘control’ group, with very little in terms of support, 
intervention or PD. In fact, their only means of external support was from the Teacher Consultant who 
facilitated the project via email and telephone. Each school had an instructional coach, who does work with 
the consultant, to support their learning in the classroom. More on this structure can be found in our 
category B project. 
 
The second group of schools received more support, include release time for lead teachers to meet, release 
time in the school to support peers, and site visits during PLC’s and SIPSA release from the Teacher 
Consultant to provide direct PD and support. 
 
The actual data collection began by with an application process. The system in place for our board has always 
been to provide each school with an allocation of technology based on enrollment (1:7 in our Elementary 
panel), which is retired and replaced on an evergreen cycle (4 years for laptops and 6 years for desktops). For 
this project, with it being a different technology to our previous provisions (iPad rather than laptop), and 
with it being within the scope of a study and not linked to enrolment, we asked for applications of interest 
(see attached). This application asked for schools to link their use of the technology to the identified student 
learning need in their SIPSA, and to outline clearly how the use of technology will address this learning need. 
This was the first time that schools were required to make explicit links between the SIPSA and use of 
technology. The impact of this can be seen in the ‘successes’ below, as it pertains to the second data source 
in this project – the SIPSA. 
 
During the iPad placement in schools, many of the classrooms involved were visited informally. The visitor 
took note of the types of tasks that the students were using the iPads for, and then used the SAMR Model 
developed by Ruben Puentedura to classify this usage.  
 

 
 
Even though the intent of the project was use of new technology, rather than deep and effective use, it 
made sense to look directly at the tasks students were being asked to do when reflecting on the impact in 
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practice. If teachers were simply using the iPad to do things that could be achieved with paper and pencil 
(“substitution”) we could conclude that the change in practice was not significant. Were teachers to be 
redesigning the learning tasks to harness the potential of the technology, then this could be considered a 
more significant change in practice. 
 
The next data source was the report compiled by participators at the end of their time in the project 
(attached). This report asked schools to reflect upon the impact the iPad made to the student learning need 
identified in their application, as well as reflecting on the use of iPads versus other forms of technology, their 
next steps at further incorporating the use of technology and the specific apps or resources they found most 
useful during the project. 
 
The final source of data was gathered through interviews and focus groups of those involved during the 
project, to gain any insight that was not apparent through the other data sources. 
 
Additional to this data, we will be looking at the specific classes involved in this project and comparing their 
assessment information (report card data, EQAO) with other classes in the same schools. This was something 
that was intended to be done with more depth, but the nature of this year politically meant that we decided 
to place less emphasis on assessment. 
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Part 4: Project Findings 
Outline in detail how this pilot project was implemented.  
We had already committed 200 iPads in sets of ten to a pilot project. We used this opportunity to further 
develop that work and deepen the level of work and teacher learning in the project. 
The project began in September when we invited each of our 60 Elementary schools to apply to use a set of 
10 iPads for a three month period, with the focus on using technology to address the student learning need 
outlined in their SIPSA. We received 40 applications, and so were able to change the scope of the project 
from three months per school to four and a half months. 
The first 20 schools received their iPads in late September, along with the guide documents attached. The 
schools were given some technical support through the IT Department. A Teacher Consultant was available 
via telephone or email to support the schools but there was no release time, no formal PD and no formal 
board support. The main source of support for these teachers was the school Instructional Coach. This was 
an intentional decision to enable us to ultimately reflect on the types of support that made a difference 
between the two groups, as well as philosophically believing that those focused on instruction would 
provide the type of support that led to more effective use than if the support was of a purely technical 
nature. We had also learned by this point that the iOS on the iPads was very intuitive and the iPad does not 
take long to feel comfortable with as a user. 
The first group of 20 schools returned their iPad kits, along with their reports and reflections, in late 
January, and the iPads were delivered to the second round of schools in early February. There were two 
additional schools that joined the pilot in December, both of whom were using iPad Mini instead of regular 
iPad, in order to let us explore the differences between those. These two schools kept their iPads until mid-
June. 
In February the lead teacher from each of the schools was released for the day to work with the Teacher 
Consultant and one another. The learning from the first group of schools was shared, technical support was 
provded, and an Apple Distinguished Educator from the board shared the role the iPad plays in her primary 
classroom. 
In addition to this day, the majority of these sites were visited for further support from the Consultant, as 
well as receiving ongoing support from the Instructional Coach. Teachers in this cohort were also given 
release time to use in whichever way they chose to share their learning and promote the use of technology 
with others in their school. 
Every school returned their iPad kit in mid/late June, along with their final report. 
Every school in the project will receive a donation of five of the iPads from the project for their participation 
and to promote future use. 
 
 
 
 

Identify successes of the project. 
As we look at each data source, the successes of the project become apparent. 

1. The Application. 
This was the first time we have required schools to apply to use technology, and the first time they were 
expected to explicitly link their use of technology to the identified student learning need in their SIPSA. 
Along with the factors identified in our Category B project, this made a significant impact on the use of 
technology in the school. Firstly, we moved from 12% of our SIPSA’s having explicit reference to technology 
in 2011-2012, to 62% in this year.  Our other data sources will also reference the impact of the application 
process. It is important to note that analysis of the application, and cross-reference with the reports, was 
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not possible with any depth in the timelines of this project but is something we will be doing prior to 
September 2013. 
 

2. The SIPSA 
As noted above, due to many factors including this project and application, we moved from 12% of our 
SIPSA’s having explicit reference to technology in 2011-2012, to 62% in this year. Deeper analysis of the 
SIPSA’s is ongoing, but initially we believe the nature of these references also changed in terms of the depth 
of understanding of effective technology use that they exhibit. 
 

3. Classroom/Task Observation 
Using the SAMR model as shown above, the following findings were made during this study. These do not 
include every classroom or every teacher, or indeed every task, but can be considered a random sampling of 
the project. In the next steps you will see how this work will be expanded in 2013-2014. 
 

Types of Tasks Observed 
 

SAMR Category Cohort 1 Cohort 2 

Redefinition 64% 71% 

Modification 22% 19% 

Augmentation 12% 7% 

Substitution 12% 3% 

 
The data shows an increase in the scale for the second cohort, which we can attribute to the additional 
support they received, the learning shared from cohort 1, and the continued deep focus on pedagogy rather 
than technology. 
 

4. The Report 
The reports were an excellent means for reflection for the participants, and helped to inform both the next 
steps of the system and the next steps needed on a school level. Analysis of these reports is ongoing, but 
our initial findings are that there was significant support for iPads over laptops as teaching and learning 
tools, that teachers were able to articulate times when the iPad significant impacted and enhanced student 
understanding, learning outcomes and opportunities to engage in learning, and that as a system we need to 
continue to support the use of technology through a pedagogical lens rather than a technical one. 
 

5. The Interviews 
No formal interview questions were developed and the interview ranged from informal one-on-one to more 
formal focus group setting. The aims of these conversations was to identify any consistent or emerging 
themes. The following were apparent:  

 The iPad is a tool accessible and easy to use to a wider range of teachers, in terms of teacher skills 
and technical competence, than a laptop. It was consistently noted that previously technologically-
reluctant teachers were engaging with the iPads, in ways where their strong pedagogical 
backgrounds allowed for higher leverage SAMR uses. An example cited on multiple occasions was 
the creation of a digital story: with a laptop this requires an external camera, perhaps a 
microphone, and the skill to transfer the content from camera to laptop, access sound recordings, 
etc, before uploading or importing into a program or template. Teachers often ‘lose’ their work 
within the file structure of a Windows laptop. The iPad equivalent to this task is to open an app, 
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press the camera button if you want a picture, the microphone button if you want audio, and the 
upload/share button when you are done. It was mentioned that what may be considered grade 4 
type work with a laptop was achievable with Kindergarten students when the tool was an iPad 
rather than laptop. 

 Student Engagement increases. This is at least in part linked to the ease of use and access outlined 
above, but there were clear indications from the teachers involved that the increased engagement 
was sustained throughout the project (the novelty didn’t wear off), transferred to periods where 
the iPads were not used, and was enhanced by the opportunity to connect to communities and 
content from beyond that classroom. There was increased relevance in the learning for students 
when the iPad afforded them access to content and context that connected to their own lives and 
world beyond school. 

 Damage. There was a significant reduction in instances of damage and vandalism of equipment 
when compared to laptops. Teachers attributed this somewhat to novelty value, but also 
commented that the immediate access to iPad content, compared to logging into domains and 
waiting for boot on a laptop, also reduced the times when boredom, frustration or simple wait time 
led to damage. 

 Task Complexity. Many teachers commented that the students were able to do things and present 
learning with the iPad beyond anything they thought possible with laptop or pencil and paper. They 
also considered the tasks they were asking the students to do more complex, robust or richer tasks 
as a result of them having the access to technology to perform the task. Several teachers mentioned 
the higher end of Bloom’s Taxonomy, and others the 6 C’s currently popularized by Michael Fullan, 
as much more easily attainable with the access to iPads that this project afforded them. 
 

6. Achievement Data 
We are about to review this in regard to this project. The timelines of this work did not allow for this to be 
done with any type of depth or rigour prior to the deadline for this report.  
 
 
 

Identify challenges. Describe how you worked through or altered your original plan. 
The original plan was put in place prior to this funding becoming available. This funding has allowed us to 
explore the types of learning that happens when iPads are available in the classroom, as well as more 
deeply explore the technical issues associated with supporting this technology.  
We did face a couple of significant challenges along the way. Firstly, the iPad is designed for individual use, 
not as an enterprise solution or as a device to be shared between students/classes/grade levels. This made 
management of the devices and license compliance with the apps a serious challenge. In working through 
this, we were able to use this pilot to inform the infrastructure, routines and procedures that need to be in 
place in September when we make a more significant investment in iPads. 
The political climate this year led to another slight tweak. We had intended to use other sources of 
assessment data such as DRA, CASI and ONAP to analyse the impact the iPad may have had. With the 
sanctions and subsequent release of PPM 155, we were unable to secure access to this type of evalution. 
Another challenge was with the way that we funded apps and software supports. Within the scope of this 
project, each school was left to pick up the cost of the apps they wanted. This added a significant strain to 
their budget in some cases. As a result, we were able to use this project, and the associated funding, to 
develop an ‘image’ of iPad apps (derived from the most commonly used and most effective in terms of 
student learning). This means that in September our schools will have the same base programs/app on the 
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iPad, allowing for central support from IT (more timely and cost-effective) and the ability to promote certain 
apps in terms of the pedagogical considerations they need. 
 

Identify unintended results, unexpected opportunities, or unanticipated changes to your process. 
We did not expect previously tech-reluctant teachers to take to the iPads with such passion. We have lived 
in a place where our 1:7 ratio to schools was sufficient to satisfy the demand of those teachers wanting to 
use technology in the classroom. The advent of the iPad, and the work done within this pilot, means we are 
no longer able to meet the demand within this ratio. We are reviewing our overall allocations and looking at 
ways to add more technology to the classroom. Unfortunately the budget for classroom technology from 
the Ministry was cut by 25% in 2009. We are asking teachers to do more with technology, and developing 
more technologically adept teachers, at the same time as trying to cover this funding reduction. It is a very 
frustrating situation. 
We did not anticipate that the iPads would be subject to less damage than our laptops. In fact, our 
assumption was the opposite. When looking at the reasons why the damage rate was so low (only 8 
replacements required out of 220 devices, all of which had no covers or protection) there is an opportunity 
to review IT support data and build efficiencies, as well as the knowledge to address the conditions within 
which our laptops are being used – can we create faster boot processes? Can we create more navigable file 
structures within our network drives etc. 
 
 

Identify factors or conditions that impacted (positively or negatively) the sustainability of the project in 
your board. 
There were several factors that made this project sustainable through this year, and they are true of any 
technology-based project we embark upon (and are also referenced in our category B project). Firstly, an 
open and clear relationship and dialogue between our program staff and our IT Department is imperative. If 
we are using new or different technologies, the partnership approach between those doing the work in the 
classroom and those supporting the infrastructure and environment within which this work occurs is vital. 
From a financial perspective, the hardware in this project was funded via our Classroom Computer budget. 
This was a significant investment and a commitment to support innovative practice in our classrooms. As 
mentioned above, the ability for us to do this has been all but eliminated with the cut to our budget of 25%. 
The findings of this project and the work within it, has led to our Elementary Technology Utilization 
Committee (E.T.U.C.) deciding to go to a mixed-model allocation of equipment to our schools in 2013-2014. 
As part of this continued budget crunch, one thing that makes sustainability of any technology-related 
project in our board possible is the fact that the board assumes all network and bandwidth costs from 
budgets outside of the classroom technology one. This means that we are in a position where all money in 
that fund can be spent on technology for students rather than infrastructure. We are fortunate that the 
board is able to make this commitment, but are also cautious that this ability may someday be taken from 
them. 
The final factor that will ultimately impact the sustainability of this project and any technology use in the 
classroom is the ability to provide Professional Development or support to teachers. The instructional 
coaches in our system played a huge role in supporting this project, but have been cut for next year. We are 
attempting to make technology part of the conversation in every facet of our work, from SIPSA, to OFIP, to 
NTIP, to Special Education. To do this well requires us to build the capacity of those in the system to do the 
work and support one another. Again, this theme is addressed more thoroughly in our category B project. 
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Summarize KEY FINDINGS/RESULTS from this pilot project.  
(How did the impact evidence relate to the identified success indicators?) 
 
Our key findings are results are indicated above in our successes, but specific to the two initial goals: 
 

1. The project will allow us to measure the impact on instructional practice of those engaged in job-
embedded, collaborative learning models compared to those who are given the same technologies 
with no supports.  

 
The SAMR work does a good job of showing findings in this area as they pertain to practice and task, and 
comparing the group with more support to the one with less. 
 

Types of Tasks Observed 
 

SAMR Category Cohort 1 Cohort 2 

Redefinition 64% 71% 

Modification 22% 19% 

Augmentation 12% 7% 

Substitution 12% 3% 

 
2. We will also measure the impact of the intentional teacher action when using technology in the 

classroom on the students’ progress towards their most urgent cognitive need, as outlined in the 
SIPSA. 

 
As mentioned previously, the reports from schools and the assessment data are the most telling insights 
into this area, and both of these analyses are ongoing. For a sample, below are some of the statements 
derived from the reports to show the school-based view of this: 
 
“provided a work product that demonstrated a more accurate portrait of students actual learning” 
“Led to more accountable talk, which in turn leads to deeper understanding” 
“For my Special Education students, this was the missing link. They feel so confident when working on 
projects…they have the tools to get the job done” 
“Their learning can be explained and their level of inquiry has increased” 
“The greatest impact was in motivation” 
“before the iPad use there were three ND (on past EQAO questions), 3 Level 1 and 3 Level 2. After using 
Educreations, students achievement increased with six level 2 and 3 level 3” 
“Increased comprehension, increased vocabulary, level  1 and 2 able to move up” 
“Students were motivated, engaged and focused” 
“Students did not realize how much they were learning as they worked” 
“Student with limited expressive language able to demonstrate understanding/abilities” 
“Engaged more reluctant learners” 
“Increased confidence…greater risk taking…quality of student work improved” 
“Student who excel with technology were able to become leaders” 
“increased the quality and engagement in collaboration” 
“Students able to articulate their understanding and make their learning visible” 
“less frustration when given feedback to make revisions or changes” 
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“fostered creativity” 

Describe NEXT STEPS as a result of the findings from this pilot project. 
The next steps for this project are already well underway. E.T.U.C. has invested significantly in iPads for 
Elementary classrooms in September 2013 (almost 900 units). Every school will have a minimum of ten, 
with some having as many as 100 (depending on schools own purchases). 
This project allowed us the chance to explore what did and did not work with the tablet technology in the 
classroom. It allowed us to create and license a suite of core applications to provide to schools. 
The project allowed us to pinpoint where and how the use of the iPad makes a difference. There is a 
common theme around engagement, but also many references to the impact the iPad had on our students 
working at below provincial standard. This will be further explored, as will the concept of iPad as SEA device. 
From a classroom support perspective, we discovered how important it was for teachers to access support 
from peers and to have an open to learning stance. When the expectation of teacher expertise is removed, 
and they learn along with their students, great things happen. We need to continue to build networks and 
communities that foster teacher collaboration and sharing. 
We will also be doing a comprehensive “Technology Review” in 2013-2014. This will involve visiting a large 
random sampling of schools and looking specifically at what the technology in that school is being used for. 
We will likely use the SAMR model or some derivative to assess the difference in practice and task when 
technology is present in the classroom. We are really keen to gain further insight into the role of technology 
as it pertains to the instructional core. 
The final finding is the need to create a structure that allows for sharing and collaboration, not just within a 
school but between schools and beyond. This is something we have done with our SIPSA work and learning 
in the school and we will continue to raise the awareness of technology use as part of that conversation. 
 
 
 
 

 


