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The Curriculum Collaboration Process



UNIT: ________________________ 	

 DURATION: _________	

 TRIMESTER: ______

Essential Learning GLCE’s Comments

Supplemental Concepts:

DISCUSSION TOPICS

1.  Assessment:

 Teacher Made (describe/attach) 	

 	

 Projected Date(s): ________________

 District Common Assessment (which one) 	

 Projected Date(s): ________________

 Project (describe/attach)	

 	

 	

 Projected Date(s): _________________

 Alternate Assessment for Sp. Ed. Students?

2.  Learning Tools/Classroom Materials:

 
3.  Grading Policies:

4.  Ongoing Communication Methods: (email, weekly meetings, etc.) 
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The Curriculum Collaboration Form



Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

__ + __ = __ ___ - ___ = ___ ___ ___ + ___ = ___
___ + # = ___

#  -  ___ = ____

Level 5 Level 6 Level 7 Level 8

(#)
List all facts

$$$$ Count by 2,3,4,5 ‣ 100 +
‣ 100 - 

Level 9 Level 10 Level 11 Level 12

___ + ## = ## ## - ___ ___ = ## Carry 
__ __ __ + __ __ __ =

Borrow
__ __ __ - __ __ __ =

Level 13 Level 14 Level 15 Level 16

1 x > 5x Add like fractions < 1 Place value up to 
1,000,000

extramath.com

add
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Name:	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 Date:
Highest Level Reached:

Developed by Anna Rado 



Level 17 Level 18 Level 19 Level 20

extramath.com

subtract
count by 6, 7,8, 9

inverse math facts
(example:  3 x 8 = 24
24 divided by 8 = 3)

# x ___=##

Level 21 Level 22 Level 23 Level 24

## divided ___=4
extramath.com

multiplication

(1 + 20) x 3=
1 x 3 + 20 x 3 =

3 + 60 = 63

extramath.com

division

Level 25 Level 26 Level 27 Level 28

Tenths/Hundredths =
decimals, fractions, %

1/8 + x = 5/8
or

3/4 - y = 1/2

Level 29 Level 30 Level 31 Level 32
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Name:	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 	

 Date:
Highest Level Reached:

Developed by Anna Rado 



Five Meeting Process 
Work Group Design

Sandra L. Laham, Ph.D.
sllaham@ameritech.net

	

 The five meeting process is a method using a small (12-15 members) diverse ad hoc and/or work groups 
to address an issue or topic.  The group is given a specific charge or task and focusing questions to support 
exploration of the issue or topic.  They are asked to analyze an issue or topic, identify barriers/opportunities and 
make recommendations.  The work of the group is completed in five half-day facilitated meetings. 
  
General Process

	

 The process is built around three key questions:  what is the specific issue, so what does that specific issue 
mean and now what do we do to take action based on our exploration of  the issue.  Specific focusing questions built 
on this base are outlined in this document.   These questions assume that each meeting will be no less than two 
hours in length.

	

 The quality of the discussions will be influenced by the information people have about the issue.  It is 
suggested that materials be gathered and distributed to all group members to help them prepare for the dialogues.  
Where data exists on an issue, that data should be complied and distributed for use in the dialogue.  

	

 Prior to the first meeting, distribute written information about the task of the work group and the key 
questions they are being asking to address.  Include logistic specifics:  where and where all meetings will be, what to 
do if one cannot attend a meeting.  

	

 At the first meeting, information regarding the topic is presented and reviewed. Confirm the intent, focus 
and outcomes of the meetings.  Establish what each member brings and hopes to take from the meetings.  Identify 
information needs and key questions the group has with regard to the topic.  Distribute materials as appropriate.

At the second meeting, information relevant to the topic is presented and reviewed.  This information may 
include articles on the issue or topic, existing data on the topic, guest speakers who can describe the topic/issue.  
Make sure that information presented is processed by the group to established shared understanding of meaning 
and implications to the issue being studied.

	

 Local information regarding the topic or issue provides the group with a broad perspective on the issue as 
it impacts things locally.  It can best be handled using oral testimony from individuals not serving on the ad hoc/
work group.   If  this strategy is used, add a session to the total number of meetings.  Local testimony is best placed 
as a second or third meeting topic.

General Session Design

Meeting One - Three:	

  FOCUS = What

1.	

 What is a (issue being studied)?  Why is this an important issue now?

2.	

 What is the general practice with regard to the issue being studied?  What is the practice history within 
your district?

3.	

 What are the barriers that must be overcome in addressing this issue?  What are the boosters or 
opportunities exist that will help us in addressing this issue?

4.	

 What else do we need to know to address this issue?  How will that information help us in addressing the 
issue?  Where can we secure that information?  Who will take responsibility for getting the information 
and presenting it to our group?
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Meeting Three - Four:  FOCUS = So what

1.	

 What differences do we see between this issue and its practices in contrast to general practice within 
district?

2.	

 What similarities do we see between this issue and its practices in contrast to general practice within 
district?

3.	

 What do we need to address to close the gap between general practice within our district and what we 
need to do to address this issue?  Why it closing the gap important?

Meeting Four-Five:  FOCUS = Now what

1.	

 Given what we need to address, what do we need to do to close this gap? For whom (who are the 
stakeholders)?  For what (what are the specific needs of each stakeholder group)?  

2.	

 What are the desired outcomes in closing the gap?  What would be different in (location, group or 
situation) if the gap were narrowed?  How would we know it was different?

3. What process might we use to narrow the gap?  How would that process engage the key stakeholders in 
this work?  How would their involvement make a difference for (the target population)?

Meeting Time Topic

1 90 – 120 
minutes

 Formation of group
 Orientation to task
 Review of scope/intent
 Establish context for task
 Identify material/information needs(in addition to planned materials)
 Confirm/establish shared understanding of outcome

2 Full day

 Morning:  presentation of information from outside resource, i.e., local 
testimony, presentation from content expert

 Afternoon:  processing of content presented, establish shared 
understand of information as received

 Dialogue: information as received to task at hand

3 Half day  Implications of information given study questions, knowledge of needs

4 Half day
 Refinement of implications
 Development of preliminary recommendations and rationale for those 

recommendations

5 Half day
 Finalization of findings
 Finalization of recommendations
 Finalization of rationale for recommendations
 Review of draft final report
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Basic Design – Facilitated Work Group



PROCESS DISCUSSION IDEAS

A.	

 Go visual.  Post content topic with highlighted key facts
	

 1.	

 Prior to processing, make sure you have shared understanding of the content as stated
	

 2.	

 Chart additional key ideas as necessary

B.	

 Use the 50/50 rule to plan time
1. 50 % of time in small group discussion/generation of ideas/preparing findings for reporting out
2. 50% of time to present findings/discuss meaning/draw conclusion as group of the whole

C.	

 In whole group discussion, assure that all members ‘understand’ content to be discussed and have had time 
to review the specific issue

D.	

 If content is new to the group(or a large portion of it), make sure content is processed/discussed/made 
meaningful by group members prior to asking for ideas/opinions

	


E.	

 If content is controversial, look at content from perspective of different stakeholder “voices” to generate 

range of issues relative to content prior to sorting or organizing the ideas
1.	

 generate list of stakeholder groups(by perspective typically)
2.	

 have members generate ideas for and against content from different perspectives
3.	

 sort ideas into themes or patterns
4.	

 discuss implications or meaning 

	

 	


F.	

 Use the Power Jig Saw  to check for understanding and generate ideas
	

 1.	

 allows all members to give input into issue
	

 2.	

 generates ‘thoughts’ or ‘ideas’ of the group
	

 3.	

 see attachment for process details
	

 4.	

 use the card sort as an alternative
	

 	

 a.	

 individually generate ideas & list one idea per card
	

 	

 b.	

 pair-share to review and clarify idea
	

 	

 c.	

 in small group, sort ideas into ‘groups’
	

 	

 d.	

 label sorted groups
	

 	

 e.	

 if time, organize sorted groups
	

 	

 f.	

 report out in round robin fashion and post labels
	

 	

 g.	

 dialogue as group of the whole on result
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The general rule

“One process at a time, one content at a time.”

Bob Garmston



About the Presenters

Sandra L. Laham, Ph.D. is an educational consultant, facilitator and process coach 
specializing in collaborative change methods.  She has a strong background in 
learning and instructional design with extensive background in online teaching 
and learning.  Sandi focuses her practice on change processes and capacity 
building in individuals, groups and school systems. She developed and 
systematized the five meeting process currently in use at Farmington.  Sandi has 
served as process coach to the Michigan Special Education Advisory Committee 
the past ten years and teaches online for Oakland University.   Prior to founding 
Laham Learning, she worked for Macomb Intermediate School District as a 
behavioral consultant. You can reach Sandi at sllaham@ameritech.net or at 
248-652-8802.

Valerie Mierzwa is the Director of Special Education at Farmington Public Schools.  She served 
as Special Education Supervisor for Farmington Public Schools, district and building level teacher 
consultant and teacher working with students with intellectual disabilities and emotinal 
disabilities.  Val is an adjunct professor at Madonna University.  Val currently serves as chair of 
the Special Education Administrators of Oakland County.  You can reach Val at 
Valerie.mierzwa@farmington.k12.mi.us.

Anna Rado is resource room teacher at Farmington PS Power Upper Elementary School.  Anna 
was a member of the curriculum collaboration work group, an early adopter of the collaborative 
process and a key presenter in the training series.  You can reach Anna at 
Anna.Rado@farmington.k12.mi.us.

Michele Harmala, Ph.D. is the Assistant Superintendent for Student Support 
Services and Organizational Development at Farmington Public Schools.  She has 
served as the Executive Director of Support Services, Director of Special 
Education and Special Education Supervisor at Farmington.  Michele currently is 
President of the Michigan Association of Local Special Eduation Administrators.  
You can reach Michele at Michele.Harmala@farmington.k12.mi.us. 

David Workman is the president of the Farmington Education Association.  
David has participated in the Special Education Study Committees and is a 
strong supporter of the collaborative process approach used in addressing 
issues facing the district.  Prior to his election as president, David was a teacher 
at Beechview Elementary School in Farmington.  You can reach David at 
presfea@aol.com. 
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About the Presentation Software

This presentation was developed in Prezi, a web-based non-lineal presentation software.  The online version of 
Prezi is available free of charge to educators and students.  To learn more about Prezi, go to http://prezi.com/index/.   
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