MONITORING IMPACT
@ RENFREW COUNTY CATHOLIC DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD
AN EVALUATION OF OUR EFFORTS TO DEEPEN THE PRACTICE OF
PEDAGOGICAL DOCUMENTATION ACROSS OUR DISTRICT
Background
For the past three years the
Renfrew County Catholic District
School Board (RCCDSB) has been
scaling up and building capacity
around technology- enhanced
teaching and learning with a
particular emphasis on
implementing the practice of
pedagogical documentation. The
main professional learning model
we have used to accomplish this is
the creation of system-wide
Networked Learning Communities
(NLCs). As we enter our fourth year
of our scaling up efforts we have
been taking a much more in-depth
look at evaluating the impact of our
capacity building efforts through a
partnership with Dr. Chris Brown,
Senior Lecturer at University
College London (UCL) Institute of
Education (London, England), an
expert in the area of using
evidence to inform practice. The
information provided in this
summary report has been taken
from the larger Impact Study
completed by Dr. Brown.

Research Question
“What impact did
approaches to increase
educators’ professional
capacity to use the
pedagogical
documentation have on
teacher practice and
children's learning
outcomes?”

Purpose
Recently the emphasis on building capacity and scaling up has
become a major focus for school boards in light of the demand
for our more traditional education system to maintain relevance,
meet the needs of our learners, and prepare our students for an
unknown and unpredictable future job market (Harris, 2010).
Despite an overwhelming focus on the need for system reform,
there is a lack of research pertaining to the most effective way
system leaders should lead change in the context of Ontario’s
educational framework, especially in relation to technology enhanced teaching and learning. Additionally, there has
emerged in Ontario in recent years the use of pedagogical
documentation as a cornerstone of assessment and evaluation.
Consequently, RCCDSB has been pursuing the most efficient and
effective ways to lay a solid foundation for both technologyenhanced teaching and learning and pedagogical
documentation to become more embedded. Actively
monitoring and constantly refining the design of our approach for
capacity building has become paramount to our scaling efforts.
For the purpose of this impact study, Dr. Brown chose to conduct
research on two main NLC projects both of which were funded by
the Ministry of Education’s Provincial Knowledge Exchange (PKE)
program and Council of Ontario Director’s of Education’s
Technology and Learning Fund (TLF). The first PKE project ran
during the 2014-2015 school year and included 56 Kindergarten
educators from almost every school across the district. The
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second CODE Primary NLC was created during
the 2015-2016 school year and included 28
primary teachers from 15 schools. This project
was completely funded by CODE’s TLF.

The Need to Measure Impact
Educational
Significance
The aim of this report is to
present a framework
designed to support the
impact and scale-up of
innovations: the Dialogic
Model of Impact (DMI). DMI
was designed with the
specific purpose of

Now more than ever before, there is an impetus for schools to be more
effective for more students. Likewise, in a world of reduced public funding,
schools need to be more efficient in how they use their limited resources.
In the face of these pressures, being able to meaningfully and effectively
measure impact is vital. This means that researchers, practitioners and
policy makers should be regularly investigating whether initiatives have
met their intended outcomes; and if they haven’t, assessing why this is the
case. For the same reasons, educators should be constantly seeking to
understand why innovations do or do not work in order that future
iterations can be improved. To understand the impact of a new approach
in any meaningful way requires us to understand why it was effective. To
understand why it was effective requires us to look at the thinking
underpinning the approach, the activities used to operationalise this
thinking, as well as how these aspects combined to create changes in
knowledge and action.

evaluating the impact of

To understand the most effective
approaches for ascertaining impact,
the project began with an examination
of extant impact measurement
models. In doing so, it became clear
that common amongst these models
is the idea that impact occurs through
a process of change that stretches
across a number of ‘levels’.
Correspondingly, these levels can be
used to assess if the extent positive
change is achieved by a given
innovation.

Renfrew County Catholic
District School Board’s rollout and expansion of the
Through their Eyes:
Documenting Literacy and
Learning in Kindergarten
approach to teaching and
learning. DMI has general
applicability however, and
can be used to measure the
impact of any innovation.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

After extensive research on existing models for assessing impact, Dr.
Brown identified that the following eight domains should be studied in
order to evaluate the changes that occurred as a result of the roll out:

The context in which the school or setting is situated
The problem or driver for innovation
Detail on the innovation and how it was intended to result in change
Activities and interactions related to the introduction and roll-out of the approach
Learning that results from engaging in these activities/results from interactions
Changes in behaviour (and the extent to which something is being used)
What difference have behavioural changes made?
Reframing value: reassessing what is possible in relation to the innovation
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Additionally, other impact measurement scales highlight the very real possibility that there may be differences
between how innovations were intended to be implemented and used, and how they actually were
implemented and used. This spotlights the iterative nature of impact: that any measure of impact is only a
snapshot in time. Correspondingly, that when seeking to understand the extent of positive change an impact
has had, we also have the opportunity to examine how this change can be enhanced further.
That impact can and does change over time implies that measuring it using purely linear approaches (e.g.
simply by measuring impact as a snapshot of change across impact levels) will be less effective than
approaches that examine impact dynamically, and from a multitude of perspectives. For instance, it is likely to
be more fruitful to use the impact domains to first explore what innovators hoped to achieve and how they
hoped to achieve it; then to use these impact domains to examine recipients’ perspectives on the problem to
be addressed, the innovation used to address it, their experience of its roll-out and how moving forward the
implementation of the innovation could be improved; and finally, based on the impact data collected, to use
the impact domains once again to help innovators determine key areas for improvement as well as what might
be realistically expected from the innovation moving forward.
This type of dynamic approach can be achieved by employing multiple research conversations, by comparing
the findings that emerge from these conversations and then by employing this data as part of the process of
improvement. The focus of these research conversations should therefore be to explore:
1.

What was supposed to happen (determined by using the impact domains to elicit information from
innovators);
2. What happened (ascertained by using the impact domains to elicit information from the recipients of the
innovation);
3 How can the approach be improved (ascertained by using the impact domains to frame conversations with
the recipients of the innovation);
4. Longer term aspirations and growth (determined by both playing back impact data collected thus far to
the innovators as well as using the impact domains to frame conversations on future approaches and
goals)

By comparing what emerges from them, it is possible first to explore the gap between what it was hoped would
happen and what did happen.

The Design of the Measurement Tool
To operationalise the eight impact domains, a set of informational requirements were produced for each. These
are set out in table 1, below. Derived from the work of Earl and Timperley (2015); Earley and Porritt (2013)
Guskey (2000); Hall (2013); Hall and Hord (1987) and Wenger et al, (2011), these requirements are worded as
the questions that need to be asked and addressed in order that we might fully understand what the innovation
was designed to achieve, any reaction and use by its recipients, any change that occurred in practice or pupil
outcomes, as well as how the current situation might be improved. While asked as questions, it is intended that
the data collected to satisfy these requirements should comprise a mixture of qualitative ‘understanding’ data
as well as quantitative affirmation of the stories provided. This highlights that interviews were chosen as the
most effective way to gather this data, since these enable the use of probing questions that can link narrative
understanding to other forms of data.
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Table 1: Informational Requirements for Each of the Eight Impact Domains
Impact Domain

Types of Information Required

1) Context

1. What is the context of the school, group of schools, alliance or District in which the
innovation is situated? This should include data and information on aspects such as:
• The percentage of pupils using English as an additional language
• The percentage of pupils entitled to free school meals (if applicable) or other measures
of poverty. Also valuable is other narrative on the socio-economic environment in which
the school is set (e.g whether the school is situated in an area of industrial decline)
• The percentage of pupils with special education needs
• Relevant accountability measures and scores
• Relationship between the school or setting and the wider community
• Issues with staff recruitment or retention
• Any specific policy issues or drivers faced by the school(s) or district concerned and that
need to be responded to

2) Problem or Driver
of the Innovation

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

3) The Innovation

1. Provide an overarching summary of the innovation, what did it aim to do and how was it
supposed to work (what needs was it hoping to address or levers was it trying to tap
into: i.e. what was the theory of action for the intervention).
2. Where did it originate from and why?
3. Why was it believed it might be effective (e.g. research suggests it would be successful)?
4. Who was involved (who intended to receive it and who rolled it out)?

4) The Activities and
Interactions

1. What were the activities involved (including detail on length, number of sessions, where
the activities were held etc.)?
2. What encouragement, support or resource was offered or provided?
3. How did participants become aware of the activities, support or resource (who/what
was involved)?
4. How was it envisaged participants should engage with them? What was the value of
them doing so?
5. Relevance- how was this introduced/how was it perceived?
6. Reaction to the activity- how was it hoped participants would respond [might replace
engagement]
7. How was it hoped that respondent’s attitudes might change?

5) Learning

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

What is the problem you were facing?
Who did it affect?
How long had it been going on for?
What do you know about the underlying causes?
Conversely, what was the motivation to innovate?
What can the driver for innovation be attributed to?
Were these internal or external drivers?

What learning was hoped would result/what participants learned from the activities?How?
Have participants gained new knowledge or skills?
Has understanding of the domain changed/have perspectives changed?
What access to new people has been gained and how do these help with learning?
What access to new resources has been gained (e.g. new tools, methods, processes)?
Do participants have access to new sources of information? What?
Do participants feel confident to do what is required?
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Table 1: Informational Requirements for Each of the Eight Impact Domains
6) Changes in
Behaviour

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

How was it intended that participants use the intervention?
Does this differ from how participants are actually using the intervention?
What support was provided to facilitate changes to their behaviour?
Has it successfully replaced any previous activity?
Has it unintentionally replaced any previous activities?
In what situations are they using it most frequently?
How might their use be enhanced?

7) Difference

1. What effect did the implementation have?
2. Are teachers more successful, how?
3. Are pupils more successful, how? (e.g. improvements in attainment, wellbeing
confidence, attendance etc.)
4. Did any of this affect metrics that are used to evaluate performance?
5. What has the participant’s organization been able to achieve as a direct result of their
engaging with the implementation?

8) Reframing Value

1. Has the roll-out of the intervention changed perspectives on what is important in terms
of effective teaching and learning?
2. Are there new success criteria or evaluation metrics that emerge as a result of this
changed perspective?
3. Has this new understanding translated into institutional changes, frameworks or
systems?

For any evaluation of impact to be sound it must be based on appropriate and reliable information. For an
impact evaluation to be useful it must provide information that can be acted on. The data collected as part of
any assessment of impact must therefore be able to meet both these requirements (Guskey, 2000). Wenger et
al., (2011) suggest that the most effective way to gather both reliable and actionable data is to glean it from a
variety of sources. In particular, they suggest that the ‘usefulness’ of data derives from its ability to pinpoint why
something was effective or how it could be improved: this requires the collection of narratives or stories from
both innovators and the recipients of an approach. At the same time, to overcome issues of perceptional bias
and to introduce rigour and reliability into the impact assessment, independently produced data (e.g.
observation data or externally assessed teacher performance or pupil outcome data) will provide a measure of
effectiveness that can act as a concrete measure of change.

Methodology
By reframing the aims of the project as research questions, the DMI
was used as a tool to examine: ‘What impact did approaches to
increase educators’ professional capacity to use the pedagogical
documentation have on teacher practice and children's learning
outcomes?’
To ensure the research conversations involved were as
representative a sample of recipients and innovators as possible, all
four innovators of the pedagogical documentation roll out were
interviewed using in-depth semi-structured interviews; 10
principals were interviewed (using the same approach) and two
focus groups were held with 20 teachers.
Interviews and focus groups were recorded and these recordings transcribed. Data from the recordings were
analysed thematically within each of the domains set out in Table 1: the purpose of the thematic analysis being
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to identify all germane perceptions or perspectives from the interviews/focus groups that related to each
specific domain. As noted in section four, as well as narrative data, independently produced data (e.g. pupil
outcome data; evidence of the creation of artifacts used for student portfolios etc.) was also sought from
recipients in order to help introduce rigour and reliability into the impact assessment. In addition, a reflective
journal had been kept by one of the innovators, this was also thematically analysed, with findings used to add
additional triangulation.
*Please see complete Impact Study for more information about the Methodology used.

Findings
In this section, the main findings from domains 5- 7 (Learning that
results from engaging in these activities/results from interactions,
Changes in Behaviour, and What difference have behavioural
changes made?) of the DMI will be highlighted. Domain 8,
Reframing Value will be explored in the following portion.
*For a complete overview of all of the findings that emerged from
the research conversations using the DMI please refer to the full
version of the Impact Study located at: https://goo.gl/Ov6Ro9.

Findings
Learning

Three main themes emerged:
1. the notion of teacher learning journeys
• this professional learning experience sparked the beginning of a learning
journey for teachers. Their initial excitement grew over time to include
greater confidence in their ability to use digital technologies for a variety of
purposes and in more meaningful ways for both teaching and learning
• teachers who already had a solid pedagogical foundation were able to see
more easily how the digital tools could be used to enhance their teaching
practice in order to positively impact the way students learn
• as teachers moved through the learning journey, their co-learning with the
students became more prevalent
2. the notion of student learning journeys
• as technology was integrated into the classroom setting, students embarked
on their own journey that also began with excitement which grew as they
became more comfortable, fluent and proficient with using the digital tools
• as the excitement and novelty of the digital tools began to fade over time,
the focus was shifted to the students using the tools with greater proficiency
in more natural and authentic ways
3. the deepening understanding of how digital technology could be used to
improve communication with parents
• a key growth in learning was the improved understanding and use of how
digital technologies could be used to connect with parents and to share
student learning
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Findings
Changes in Behaviour

Some of the “changes in behaviour” that emerged in the interview data included:
1. new enthusiasm to experiment
• almost every teacher used the word “excitement” to describe how the project had left
them feeling
• although many expressed feeling overwhelmed initially, they developed a growing
confidence with how to use the tools more effectively
• because the technology was purchased via CODE in a personalized way for the
teachers use in their classrooms, it was documented that this greatly impacted their
willingness to experiment and integrate technology into their practice
2. new forms of assessment
• because the digital tools allowed teachers to capture learning in ways they never had
in the past it was reported that they were now assessing things in different ways
3. changes in data driven instruction
• because of the implementation of pedagogical documentation teachers reported that
they now had a better understanding of how students learn and where students were
at in their learning
• it was also noted that teachers used the documentation to reflect on “what is the next
step in the student’s learning?”
4. teachers were more regularly passing information on student learning and progress
onto parents
• participants in the PKE and CODE TLF projects expressed that school to home
communication became much easier
• by regularly sending “snapshots of learning” they felt they were “naturally” helping to
form a connection to build on student learning at home
5. deprivatization of practice
• there was evidence of teachers collaborating more effectively leading to a deprivatization of practice
• increasing the amount of digital documentation being captured led to more
professional conversations about teacher practice, assessment, and evaluation
6. students ability to use technology to research more effectively
• students became better at using the digital tools to research things they were learning
about or interested in
• teachers reported that the tools “opened up the doors to inquiry”
7. teacher leadership
• a number of PKE and CODE teachers reported taking on leadership roles at their
schools in relation to sharing their new learning (i.e. Learning Lunches etc.) as well as
sharing their learning at conferences
Observation noted:
• In this section of the DMI it was determined that although there were many positive
shifts in teacher practice and student learning that emerged as a result of the PKE and
CODE programs, it was clear that some school leaders didn’t have a clear
understanding of how to support the educators while on the learning journey. It was
suggested that clearly defined principal “look fors” would have been beneficial to
help guide and support the school leaders to deepen the impact of the system-level
professional learning.
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Findings
Difference

1. changes in student outcomes
• increased student proficiency using tech tools emerged as a common theme in all of
the interviews (teachers, principal and system-level educators), based on anecdotal
evidence
• educators at every level struggled with how to produce quantitative evidence to
describe and prove the increases in student achievement they believe to be true as a
result of the program
2. increased student engagement
• teachers and school leaders reported increases in student engagement, based on
anecdotal evidence
• teachers and school leaders expressed that there was greater “personalization and
precision” in the way that educators responded to student learning needs
• teaching students to take a role in documenting their learning has led them to feel
greater ownership over their own education
3. increased metacognition
• it was felt that the introduction of digital technology led to increases in children’s
metacognitive ability. They were reflecting more on their learning and improved at
synthesizing information from various sources
• teachers indicated that they were reflecting more on both their own practice and
student learning as a result of using pedagogical documentation as a strategy
4. changes in teacher outcomes
• both teachers and school leaders felt unable to suggest a standardized way to
adequately measure the learning experienced by teachers as a result of participating
in this project. However, teacher feedback captured via survey suggested impact in
the following areas:
• increased comfort level integrating technology into their practice
• increased expertise using technology for both teaching and learning
• increased knowledge and understanding of how to provide opportunities to
use technology to demonstrate their learning
• increased knowledge of online tools available and how they can be used in
conjunction to enhance the delivery of the curriculum
• increased confidence
• increased knowledge and understanding of what it means to use a
triangulation of data for assessment for, as and of learning
• greater connection and collaboration with colleagues
• increased ability to promote and support student collaboration
• increased ability to create digital learning artifacts
• greater understanding of what pedagogical documentation is and how it
relates to Growing Success and assessment for, as and of learning
*Please see the complete study for the full listing of impact on teacher practice
5. impact at the Board level
• the Board’s approach to scaling up technology-enhanced teaching and learning led to
a high level of consistency of practice across the Board
• it was felt that the high level of support at the system-level greatly impacted the spread
of effective teaching and learning strategies in relation to the effective use of
technology
• there was a sense that there was a creation of “we are all on the same page”
• consistency was not represented through identical approaches to teaching and
learning but achieved through sharing and implementation of effective practices
associated with the use of technology
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Reframing Value~ Where do we go next?
A number of areas were identified as ways of increasing the impact of the scaling efforts related to technologyenhanced teaching and learning and in particular the use of pedagogical documentation across RCCDSB.
Measuring Student Impact

RECOMMENDATION
#1
Measuring Student
Impact

It was suggested that more work was needed on developing a theory of action
linking action to intermediate pupil outcomes and then to final pupil outcomes.
As such, the argument could be made that ‘we know improved student
metacognitive ability leads to improved student outcomes (e.g. Hattie, 2011),
and while we can’t definitively measure whether the pedagogical documentation
approach leads to improved student outcomes we can measure student’s
metacognitive ability. As such, if increases are noted for pupils directly impacted
by the professional learning sessions (PKE and CODE) more so than for those
who are not, we can assume that student attainment outcomes (as measured by
standardized test scores) are likely to benefit as a result.
More Effective Involvement of School Leaders

RECOMMENDATION
#2
More Effective
Involvement of
School Leaders

A key discussion was the notion of ‘principal look fors’: the kinds of changes in
teacher practice school leaders might expect to see as a result of their teachers
participating in the program, as well as how these changes should be assessed
by school leaders. The provision of ‘look fors’ would assist school leaders in not
only assessing impact, but also in determining how best to support teachers to
further develop 21st century skills.

The Creation of a Maturity Matrix
Piecing together findings from both teacher and innovator interviews it is
suggested that teachers go through a continual process of ‘maturing’ in terms of
their use of digital technology. This leads us to the notion of a maturity matrix:
the suggested creation of a set of ‘principal look fors’ would enable school
leaders to assess how their educators are using pedagogical documentation and
how this use changes over time as their experience grows. As noted earlier, PKE
The Creation of a
NLC participants were on a journey that started off with the excitement and
Maturity Matrix
confidence of being able to use the digital technology; the end point of this
journey sees teachers as reflective 21st Century practitioners who are not only
good at teaching, but are now good at teaching with a greater repertoire of
tools. As such the matrix would most likely begin with some of the adjectives
reflected from the interviews: e.g., Knowledge, Excitement, Confidence before
reflecting concrete behavioural changes (i.e. using technology to capture, document, store and share evidence
of learning, using the learning artefacts to analyze and interpret where a student is in their learning and where
the students need to go next go next (assessment for, as and of learning). The actual matrix would of course
need to be co constructed with teachers and principals so that it reflects a realistic journey. This coconstruction would also then mean that exemplars and rubrics could be developed providing school leaders
with ideas for what great practice at each level might entail. Nonetheless, when discussed with interview
respondents, there was a general agreement that this approach would help both teachers and school leaders
better understand what was required of them following their involvement in the CODE and PKE NLC activity.

RECOMMENDATION
#3
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Summary
The aim of this report was to use the Dialogic Model of Impact (DMI) to evaluate the impact of Renfrew County
Catholic District School Board’s roll-out and expansion of the TLLP and PKE project Through their Eyes:
Documenting Literacy and Learning in Kindergarten approach to teaching and learning. Using DMI it has been
possible to identify a number of positive impacts associated with the roll out.
It is clear that teachers participating in the program came away with an
enthusiasm to experiment, which was quickly followed by the confidence to
use digital technology as a teaching and learning tool. The use of PKE and
CODE TLF funding has fundamentally helped teachers integrate digital
technology into their teaching and learning activity. Collaboration has
improved, leading to a deprivatisation of practice. More teachers are now
engaging in new forms of assessment with concrete changes in relation to
data driven instruction. Finally, more teachers were more regularly
communicating information on student progress to families, helping ensure
learning and progress continues at home.
The study has also highlighted some areas for improvement in terms of the
roll out of the project. In particular, it is necessary to investigate the role of the
principal in furthering the spread of the innovation. Some principals interviewed were unable to articulate how
teachers were using technology effectively for both teaching and learning. The system roll out intentionally did
not provide any formal expectation or desired outcomes for teacher learning to principals, essentially because
RCCDSB wanted, in the spirit of the TLLP, professional learning to develop bottom up rather than top down. As
such, school leaders were not provided with sufficient guidance to identify specific behaviours or outcomes.
Therefore, it is essential to make explicit to principals ways in which they can evaluate the effectiveness of
Through their Eyes on teacher practice, as well as effective ways to provide supports to deepen the impact.
Moving forward, it is recommended that the introduction of a Maturity Matrix will remedy this situation, since it
will enable principals both to see where impact is being made and also the areas of practice where support is
required when impact is less than expected. This means, that RCCDSB will have a greater understanding of how
effectively technology has been embedded within teachers practice, whether 21st Century teaching is occurring
across the board and, through developing a theory of action linking 21st Century teaching to student outcomes,
likely impacts on student learning that should result. It is also suggested that, in the spirit of the TLLP that the
matrix is used for support rather than any form of performativity measure, thus ensuring impact is achieved on
the investment made via PKE/CODE TLF, whilst also ensuring that the excitement and energy generated by the
roll out is not lost.

For more information on RCCDSB’s journey scaling up technologyenhanced teaching and learning please contact:
Mark Searson, Superintendent of Education @ RCCDSB
msearson@rccdsb.edu.on.ca
Julia Graydon, Learning and Technologies (System) @ RCCDSB
jgraydon@rcccdsb.edu.on.ca
For more information on the Impact Study entitled: An Evaluation of
Renfrew County Catholic District School Board’s Efforts to Deepen the
Practice of Pedagogical Documentation Across Their District please
contact:
Dr. Chris Brown, Senior Lecturer at University College London (UCL),
Institute of Education, (London, England) @ chris.brown.14@ucl.ac.uk
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The complete Impact Study can be located at the following link: https://goo.gl/Ov6Ro9
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