

















on the rubrics. The grade level rubrics and testing protocols are included at the end of
this report.

In the fall of 2009, the grade levels reflected on the data from the Thinking Map® student
assessments. The grade-levels were asked to identify strengths and areas of improvement
in the implementation of Thinking Maps®. Overall, the teachers realized that the students
could draw and name each map but lacked the ability to identify the correct thought
process for each map. The grade level teams realized that the students had a difficult
time with the Multi-Flow Map for cause and effect. In their discussions, the teachers
determined that the students struggled with recognizing the event.

In general, the grade teams identified that the data indicated a clear need for students to
understand the thought process for every Thinking Maps® as well as promoting
consistent and correct use of the frame of reference. Also, the teams came to the
conclusion that they needed to deepen the implementation of Thinking Maps® in all
content areas.

The grade-level teams were also asked to use a one-sided Multi-Flow Map to propose
new strategies to be used in the classrooms to deepen the implementation of Thinking
Maps® in the classrooms. The strategies included:

* Identify text structure in different content areas and choose the appropriate
Thinking Map®
Explicit questioning of students regarding the thought process behind each map
Improve collaboration with grade-level professional learning communities
Use Thinking Maps® chants
Focus on the thought process rather than the Map itself
Emphasize the use of the frame of reference including point of view and the big
idea

Copies of these teacher-generated Multi-Flow Maps have been scanned and included at
the end of this report.

Conclusion:

We began this project with the intention to prove that differentiation of staff development
would positively impact teacher instruction and consequently improve student
achievement. The teachers were grouped by their proficiency levels according to their
responses on the implementation survey (Five Levels of Thinking Maps®
Implementation Rubric). In the context of extreme budget cuts in California Schools, the
Leadership Team had to prioritize the staff development received by each group. The
Team decided to focus on the teachers on the low end of the rubric. Due to the above
mentioned budget cuts, teachers at the rubric level of four or five, did not receive any
staff development. The teachers who did not receive any staff development during this
year had no way to rate the differentiation of staff development. As a result, the data
gathered from this core group of teachers does not accurately reflect the power of
differentiating instruction. Those teachers who participated in the training during 2008-
09, rated themselves higher on the rubric for teacher implementation of Thinking Maps®.



However, several of them mentioned their dissatisfaction with their grouping even though
the leadership team did not publicly announce the levels of each group.

According to the survey data, grade level collaboration improved within and across grade
levels and facilitated focused staff meetings due to the common language that the
Thinking Maps provide.

The New Teacher Survey data, clearly shows that the use of Thinking Maps® helped
them to become active members of the McKinley Professional Learning Community.
Also, administrative use of the Maps during staff meetings facilitated their involvement
in staff and grade level decisions.

After analyzing the pre/post student assessment data, we conclude that the students
improved their basic mapping skills. However, it is very evident that the teachers need to
focus on a deeper understanding of the thought processes and frame of reference. Upon
this realization, the staff has been working on refining and elaborating their content
instruction with Thinking Maps®.

Also, when the grade levels reflected on their next steps for deepening the
implementation of Thinking Maps®, it is obvious that different grade levels are at
various levels of implementation according to the rubric. One of the goals for each grade
level will be to analyze their next steps using the Thinking Maps® implementation rubric
and determine what their level of expectation for students based on the “next steps” they
wrote on their maps.

Next Steps:

* Consistent and continuous formative assessment of student understanding of
Thinking Maps®

* Create more grade-level specific assessments

* Focus on Write From the Beginning and Path to Proficiency for English Language
Learners

* When budget allows, plan for more staff development according to teacher needs

* Additional considerations to differentiating staff development include increased
costs: consultant and substitutes.



Teacher name:

McKinley Veteran Teacher survey
Thinking Maps and staff development
April 2008

2006-07: Staff Development was by grade level and/or the entire staff
2007-08: Staff Development was based on self —reflection of competency using Thinking
Maps®

1. Rate the impact that the whole- staff development had on your teaching this year.
(2006-07)

1 2 3 4 5

2. Rate the impact that the differentiated staff development had on your teaching this
year. (2007-08)

1 2 3 4 5
3. Based on the Thinking Maps Rubric, circle the level you were at last school year
(2006-07).

1 2 3 4 S

4. Based on the Thinking Maps Rubric, circle your current instructional level.

1 2 3 4 5
5. Based on the Thinking Maps® Rubric, circle the level of your students at the end of
the school year 2006-07.

1 2 3 4 5

6. Based on the Thinking Maps Rubric®, circle the level of your students in April of the
school year 2007-08.

1 2 3 4 5



7. In your opinion, was your grade level planning and collaboration easier through the
use of Thinking Maps®?

1 2 3 4 5
8. Has the administrator’s use of Thinking Maps® improved the clarity and productivity
of staff meetings?

1 2 3 4 5

9. In your opinion, rate the value of the use of Thinking Maps as an instructional tool that
improves students’ thinking.

1 2 3 4 5



Thinking Map® Rubric

K-1st

ADVANCED
14-16

4

Check it out! 1
can demonstrate
how I think about
my thinking:
metacognition

My Thinking Map includes:

OO Irecognize all maps
O Iidentify all thought process involved in each map.

13-10

3

I am a competent
map maker!

My thinking map includes:
O Irecognize most maps
O Iidentify most thought process involved in each map.

2

My thinking map includes:

BECINNING | APPROACHING | PROFICIENT

Iam O I recognize some maps
g approaching O Iidentify some thought process involved in each map.
& proﬁcjency in

mapping my

thinking but I

still need to keep

working!

1 My thinking map includes:

™ | I need to practice O I recognize some maps
é a lot! OR

O Iidentify some thought process involved in each map.
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