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Abstract 

In summer 2021, the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) announced the 
development of a rigorous, inclusive, and affirming K-12 English Language Arts and Math 

curricula. At this moment in time, an off-the-shelf curriculum that reflected the richly diverse 
experiences and assets of the 1.1 million students in New York City that could serve as a vehicle 
to increase student outcomes was non-existent. While NYCDOE set out to innovate curricula, 

launching the curricula development strategy charted a path forward to disrupt status quo 
practices for curriculum design by uplifting the significance of engaging students, families, 

educators, and community members to inform the development stages before building curricula. 

The capstone provides a substantial argument for a more user-centered approach to curricula 

design, lifts practices from other districts and state agencies to move the process forward, and 
provides considerations for assessing the capacity of the system to innovate curricula for equity. 

While amid a mayoral transition and significant senior leadership transition, the capstone 
describes launching a participatory curriculum design process where stakeholders were provided 
the opportunity to inform the curricula criteria to ensure learning materials are student-centered 

and culturally responsive in the largest school system in the nation.  

While this capstone offers an analysis of efforts to shift the curricula development process at 

NYCDOE, it also offers implications for self, implications for NCYDOE, and the education 
sector at large. Based on the larger schema of curriculum design, NYCDOE has made significant 

strides in moving the notion of culturally responsive curricula forward. Leveraging the season of 
significant leadership transition to reflect and reorient the system's learnings thus far will only 
add to the success of the completion and implementation of a curriculum that serves as a means 

to achievement, specifically for the most vulnerable populations. 
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Introduction 

In an interview with one of New York City Public Schools' recent Chancellors, Richard 

Carranza named that one out of every 300 people in the United States of America sat in a 

classroom across New York City (Hashenzadeh, 2021). The opportunity to lead work that could 

increase the number of people across our nation who are positioned to write their success 

narrative contributed to my decision to complete my doctoral residency in New York City. The 

potential large-scale impact and change necessary within my reach to influence both contributed 

to my zeal to learn the system quickly. I sought to hold a consistent line of questioning to 

challenge the system’s beliefs and practices and position myself as a member of the New York 

City Public School community. 

Under the leadership of Chancellor Dr. Meisha Ross Porter, we welcomed approximately  

1.1 million students to in-person learning at approximately 1,800 schools on September 13, 

2021, after 18 months of hybrid instruction due to the global COVID-19 pandemic1. Chancellor 

Porter continued to elevate that the pandemic increased awareness about the inequities across our 

system. As students returned to in-person learning, she named the unique opportunity to reinvest 

in a system that intentionally supported students and families that have historically been most 

undervalued and disregarded. With funds provided by the American Rescue Plan  Elementary 

and Secondary School Emergency Relief (ARP ESSER), fiscal resources were in place to assist 

New York City Public Schools in addressing these inequities. 

         On July 8, 2021, Mayor Bill de Blasio and Chancellor Porter released a press 

announcement to share the Academic Recovery Plan for the 21-22 school year, a $635 million 

investment resourced by ARP ESSER dollars. A portion of the plan highlighted our commitment 

 
1 Chancellor Dr. Meisha  Ross Porter transitioned to the role of Chancellor in March 2021, succeeding Richard 

Carranza  
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as an agency to developing our own K-12 English Language Arts and math curriculum-known as 

the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. The rationale to build our own curriculum was due to the 

absence of an already developed, off-the-shelf curriculum that reflects the diversity of New York 

City Public Schools' students or is inclusive and rigorous enough to meet students’ needs. In 

addition, Chancellor Porter named the necessity for students to see their identity or lived 

experiences reflected in their learning experiences. New York City Public Schools continues to 

be one of the most diverse school systems in the nation. As demonstrated in Figure 1, the system 

brings together students from several backgrounds, a wide array of socioeconomic statuses, and 

different entry points to access high-quality instruction across the five geographic Boroughs. Per 

the Academic Recovery Plan press release, the Universal Mosaic Curriculum intends to be ready 

for schools to use by Fall 2023 (See Appendix A: Academic Recovery Plan Announcement-

Universal Mosaic Curriculum) 

Figure 1: 2020-2021 NYCDOE Demographic Information by Borough (%) 

 Female Male Asian Black Hispanic Multi-

racial 

Native 

American 

White SWDs ELLs Poverty 

Bronx 48.4 51.6 5 26.8 62 0.6 1.0 4.2 23.4 16.4 85.6 

Brooklyn 48.3 51.7 16.9 33.8 28.3 1.4 0.9 17.9 19.9 12.9 73.5 
Manhattan 50.5 49.5 11.9 22.6 44.6 2.7 0.8 16.3 21.7 9.8 66 

Queens 48.1 51.9 28.5 16.9 38.5 1.3 2.0 12.2 17.9 15.0 70.2 
Staten 
Island 

48.2 51.8 12.5 12.9 29.7 1.8 0.5 42.1 26.5 7.0 58.1 

 Source: (New York City Department of Education, 2021) 

           The Universal Mosaic Curriculum was birthed to demonstrate the New York City Public 

School’s commitment to Culturally Responsive-Sustaining Education (CR-SE). CR-SE, as 

defined by the New York State Department of Education, “is grounded in a cultural view of 

learning and human development in which multiple expressions of diversity (e.g., race, social 

class, gender, language, sexual orientation, nationality, religion, ability) are recognized and 

regarded as assets for teaching and learning" (New York State Education Department, 2019). 
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The four pillars of the CR-SE framework, further detailed in Figure 2, are- Welcoming and 

Affirming Environment, High Expectations and Rigorous Instruction, Inclusive Curriculum and 

Assessment, and Ongoing Professional Learning and Support. While the curriculum title in the 

press release on July 8, 2021, did not indicate the term CR-SE, it seemed as if internal and 

external stakeholders agreed that Mosaic stemmed from advocacy that led the system to adopt 

the CR-SE definition.  

      While significant community support legitimized the development of the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum, there was also vocal opposition.  When NYC Public Schools announced the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum, there was quite a bit of racial tension, locally and nationally, and 

debate about Critical Race Theory (CRT). Many stakeholders that opposed the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum conflated CR-SE with CRT. Therefore, it would be critical to educate and socialize 

explicitly what the system meant by CR-SE- Figure 2 to manage the opposition rooted in CRT. 

Figure 2: Four Pillars of the CRSE-Framework 
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Source: (New York State Education Department, 2019) 

The team responsible for supporting schools with curriculum lay within the office of 

Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional Learning (CIPL), an entity under Chief Academic 

Officer Dr. Linda Chen's portfolio within the Division of Teaching and Learning. While my 

colleagues across CIPL were excited about the opportunity to develop the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum, there was conflict about the path forward to meet the Fall 2023 completion timeline 

successfully. To ensure the curriculum centered on our students' experiences, New York City 

Public Schools and city hall announced that the initial phase of curriculum development would 

prioritize engaging students, families, educators, and community members. In one of many 

interviews about the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, Chancellor Porter shared:  

“a moment about partnering, partnering with students, partnering with families,   

 partnering with educators, partnering with communities to create a curriculum that is  

 representative of New York City. We know who we are in New York City, and we need  

to build that. This is long overdue, and it's work that should have been done, and we are  

excited to partner with you  to do it.” 

 CIPL offers a Core Curriculum program whose mission is to provide standards-aligned  

(Common Core and New York State), high-quality and rigorous instructional materials. The 

current curriculum options, endorsed by the Core Curriculum program, are primarily owned and 

developed by external vendors. Historically, my colleagues on the Core Curriculum team 

solicited feedback from educators after selecting curriculum options. Then, the team adjusts 

curricular options to ensure that educators are equipped with instructional materials to engage 

students effectively. While this process is consistent with how many school systems select 

curricula, teachers nationwide continue to seek learning materials that meet their students' unique 
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needs. Educators across New York City continue to share that the curricular resources do not 

necessarily meet the mark as they should when aligning with students' diverse experiences and 

learning needs. While a K-12 English Language Arts and Math curriculum may not address 

every challenge that we need to prioritize to strengthen the student experience or close the 

disparities in student achievement, it can serve as one element to move us forward.  

         The opportunity to learn how to navigate one of the largest bureaucracies and work with 

one of the most knowledgeable instructional leaders to shift the experiences of 1.1 million 

students attracted me to New York City Public Schools as a resident. However, ensuring 

educators have the support and resources to ensure our students achieve excellence contributes to 

my drive as an evolving systems leader. As a teacher, I spent hours outside of my extended 

school day tweaking instructional resources to support the diverse needs of my students so that 

they could master learning standards and have the opportunity to write their success narratives. I 

believe that effective curricula are one avenue to contribute to students gaining equitable access 

to effective learning experiences and, ideally, close disparities in performance across race and 

disability. 

Problem of Practice 

         As the vision for the curriculum continued to evolve, it became clearer that the Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum aspired to be a student-centered curriculum that reflects the depth of content 

standards and draws upon the funds of knowledge and the rich assets of our brilliant students. 

The Universal Mosaic Curriculum also intended to serve as an avenue to address differences in 

student achievement across our Black and brown students compared to white students and the 

performance of students with disabilities and multilingual learners compared to the city's 

performance. New York City Public Schools continues to experience disparities in student 
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performance, of approximately 30 percentage points across ELA and math proficiency 

performance on standardized exams when comparing the performance of Black and brown 

students to their white counterparts and students with disabilities and multilingual learners in 

comparison the city-wide average (New York City Department of Education, 2021). We believe 

that the key principles undergirding the Universal Mosaic Curriculum will ensure our teachers 

are equipped with the resources to ensure every student across New York City achieve 

excellence, specifically those who have been historically underserved.  

Senior leaders established a purpose for the curriculum, allocated fiscal resources, and 

provided high-level direction for the approach to developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. 

However, the processes necessary to align stakeholders vertically and horizontally were 

nonexistent and contradicted our traditional processes for curriculum development. While senior 

leadership and city hall named engagement as the driver for curriculum design, this approach 

contradicted the detailed project plan drafted by our curriculum leaders, ELA, and math content 

teams. Initially, these leaders scoped this work, explicitly undertaking the role of exclusive 

content and pedagogical experts.  

          To attempt to shift our curriculum leaders' belief that students, families, educators, and 

community members should articulate their hopes and dreams for the curriculum and we can be 

responsive in our processes and product, I found opportunities to partner on critical elements of 

the engagement strategy. For example, I leveraged these leaders to co-construct a purpose 

document for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum and sought their feedback on the engagement 

strategy. As I started to codify stakeholders' perspectives about the curriculum, there was a 

greater desire to revise our collective thinking about the purpose of the curriculum and the path 

forward.  
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To develop a student-centered curriculum that is inclusive and reflects the needs of  

our students, we had to shift our approach to curriculum development by incorporating the 

perspective of the most proximate stakeholders to students.  One of the challenges with shifting 

our approach to curriculum development was the necessary mindset shifts for many different 

internal stakeholders who had ingrained a traditional approach toward curriculum development 

into their practice. For example, many leaders believe that content experts have the most 

significant knowledge about what students should learn and the practices necessary to learn 

effectively. Therefore, while we should engage students, families, educators, and community 

members, many curricula and content experts across the agency believe that engagement should 

only happen after the “experts”  have prescribed a path forward, much in the same way that a 

doctor might diagnose a problem, articulate a treatment plan, and then engage with the patient. In 

fact, a group of our curriculum and content experts used this very analogy of a doctor and 

patient, and they named that the patient should not tell the Doctor how to treat their ailment. We 

had to shift our beliefs about the role that students and families play in contributing to critical 

components, such as curriculum, that inform the student experience and contribute to student 

outcomes. 

Before establishing processes to maximize the fiscal and political support to develop the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum, we ensured that there was internal buy-in to enact a participatory-

driven process. In addition, to enact the publicly stated vision for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum, we needed to consider and develop the capacity across the system to innovate 

curricula.   
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Strategic Project 

My strategic project sought to develop recommendations for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum by learning from students, families, educators, and community members about their 

aspirations for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. To develop a strategy or process to seek this 

information, I spoke with colleagues from other school systems that sought out similar ambitious 

curriculum reform efforts that prioritized the engagement of various stakeholders. For example, I 

connected with leaders from Baltimore City Public Schools, the Mississippi Department of 

Education, and Chicago Public Schools- per the advice of Dr. Karen Mapp and my supervisor, 

Dr. Linda Chen. My conversations with these leaders served as a foundation for my RKA and 

theory of action. In addition, I spent a significant portion of this capstone describing the 

challenges and the necessary leadership moves to navigate these challenges to launch what 

would evolve into a participatory curriculum design strategy. Finally, as an extension of my 

learning, I conclude with implications for my leadership, New York City Public Schools, and the 

education sector.  
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Review of Knowledge for Action 

In 2017, the Council of Great City Schools, a coalition of the nation’s largest urban 

public schools, released a resource that provided direction to districts to support building and 

revising district curriculum that leads to effective student learning for every student and built 

educator capacity (Council of the Great City Schools, 2017). As part of developing this guidance 

for school districts, school and district academic leaders developed a shared definition for 

curriculum. The definition provides clarity about what constitutes a curriculum and the intended 

function of a curriculum for districts, as emphasized in Figure 3. 

The definition posed in Figure 3 aligns with my personal belief that curriculum is critical 

to ensuring that students experience engaging, rigorous, and standards-aligned content by 

informing the task that students engage with daily. In addition, curriculum informs the amount of 

agency a teacher may feel to make instructional decisions to support learning for their students. 

As a teacher and instructional leader, I have witnessed how curriculum augments student 

learning and teacher development or minimizes it. I can recall several moments in coaching 

sessions with instructional leaders and teachers where I reiterated the ownness of the educator to 

ensure the material shared with students supported their learning goals while aligning to 

standards. Educators continue to reiterate that "… instructional materials make a difference for 

kids, what is chosen matters. Research shows that students learn primarily through their 

interactions with teacher and content”  (EdReports.org, 2019).  
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Figure 3: Council of the Great City Schools’ Curriculum Definition 

 

Source: (Council of the Great City Schools, 2017) 

        This Review of Knowledge for Action seeks  to leverage research and practice related to the 

following questions: 

1. Why is it essential to include the perspectives of students, families, educators, and 

community stakeholders in the curriculum development process?  

2. What practices can be leveraged from other school districts regarding engagement with 

students, families, educators, and community members to design a participatory 

curriculum development process? 

3. What conditions– resources, processes, and priorities- need to be true to develop the 

Universal Mosaic curriculum? What are cultural considerations for driving change? 
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1. User-Centered- Why is it essential to include the perspectives of students, families, 

educators, and community stakeholders in the curriculum development process?  

The definition of curriculum in Figure 3 highlighted how a curriculum should inform the 

student learning experience and student performance. Mapp and Kuttner (2013) also emphasize 

in A Dual Capacity-Building Framework for Family-School Partnerships how several states 

(upwards of 40) have launched family engagement policies as an avenue to increase student 

achievement, including grades, test scores, and graduation rates. In addition, they named there is 

quite a bit of research, more specifically on the significance of the role of families in student 

experiences and outcomes, which curriculum informs. Some of the roles include champions of 

learning-advocating for effective programming and support for their children, promoters of 

resilience and hard work, and real-life examples of lifelong learning (Mapp & Kuttner, 2013).  

Mapp and Kuttner (2013) implied the necessity of partnering with families and 

community members to develop curricula. The instructional core (inner circle-Figure 4), a 

seminal guiding framework for district and school leaders committed to improving academic 

outcomes, can provide additional evidence for effective partnership with students and educators. 

The instructional core describes an interdependency between "teachers' knowledge and skill, 

students’ engagement in their own learning and academically challenging content" (Childress et 

al., 2011).  Figure 4 provided a visual that reinforced the consistent interaction between teachers, 

students, and content and elevates the nearness of academic content to students, families, 

educators, and community constituents.  
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Figure 4: A Model for factors influencing Learning Outcomes 

 

Source: (EdReports.org, 2019) 

When many districts transitioned to remote or hybrid learning due to COVID-19, the 

student learning experience and academic content became nearer to the families of our students. 

Further, students sitting in the same room as their families heightened the criticality across the 

education system to ensure families serve as partners to design student experiences. The only 

insight into the progression of student learning was communicating with families by utilizing 

technology. I recall Dr. Mapp sharing in her course in the spring of 2021 that there was an 

increased request for support on strengthening the partnership between districts and their families 

due to the insights that families now had about their students’ learning experiences. While the 

moment may have required strengthened family engagement, there is quite a bit of research that 

provides evidence about the impact of family involvement and support of student learning, 

specifically for students from vulnerable and historically under-served communities, as a driver 

for increased student outcomes (Winthrop, 2020).  
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As a system, we sought to ensure that this curriculum met the needs of educators, 

students, and families and, more specifically, served as an avenue to increased student outcomes 

for our historically underserved students. When students spend a minimum of 12,330 hours2 

engaged in academic content during their K-12 experience, not accounting for homework or 

extended day activities, curricula must be an effective tool for student learning and driving 

outcomes (New York State Department of Education, 2017). To develop curricula that shift the 

aforementioned achievement disparities, we must position ourselves as listeners and learners to 

those most proximal to the challenges. To deepen our understanding of the strengths and 

challenges of the current curriculum options, we must place ourselves closest to those that 

engage most frequently with the curricula - students and teachers. Per Bryan Stevenson: “you 

cannot be an effective problem-solver from a distance. There are details and nuances to problems 

that you will miss unless you are close enough to observe” (Fernandez, 2016).  

           Historically, the curricula, which informed content, are developed by external vendors 

who may not be positioned to learn the assets or challenges that teachers and students experience 

with our systems’ current curriculum options. In addition, while many systems have created 

opportunities for stakeholders to provide input on the adoption selection, stakeholders rarely give 

feedback to inform the development stages of building a curriculum. As a system, we sought to 

ensure that this curriculum meets the needs of educators, students, and families. Therefore, we 

sought to launch a participatory curriculum design process to learn from those more proximal to 

the curriculum.  

 
2 minimum 5 hours of instructional time required K-5 and minimum 5.5 hours for 9-12 
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2. Designing with Stakeholders - What practices can be leveraged from other school districts 

regarding engagement with students, families, educators, and community members to design a 

curriculum participatory development process?  

            We sought to design the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, where the insights of students, 

educators, families, and community members drove the development process. This approach is 

quite innovative in the realm of curriculum design. Unfortunately, as a result, there are minimal 

examples of districts, especially with the complexity and scale of New York City Public Schools, 

to reference or borrow best practices where community members drive the curriculum design 

process. However, Baltimore City Public Schools and the Mississippi Department of Education 

have intentionally engaged educators, students, and community members during their strategy to 

audit and select curricula that meet their student needs. At the same time, the process for auditing 

and adopting a curriculum may not explicitly mirror co-designing a curriculum with students, 

families, educators, and community members. Nevertheless, the practices leveraged in these 

examples have informed our thinking for building an infrastructure to engage stakeholders as 

collaborators to co-design the Universal Mosaic Curriculum.  

Similar to the aim of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, Dr. Sonja Santelises, CEO of 

Baltimore City Public Schools, overhauled Baltimore’s curriculum to shift the student learning 

experience by increasing student agency and student engagement, and academic rigor (Equitable 

Futures, 2020). As a result, Baltimore City Public Schools shifted their strategy to adopt a new 

English Language Arts curriculum from 2016 to 2018 that emphasized stakeholder engagement. 

Baltimore City Public Schools sought critical stakeholders' perspectives to ensure the curriculum 

met the unique needs of students, families, and educators (EdReports.org, 2019). Based on 

recommendations from an audit performed by TNTP, there was a great emphasis on engaging 
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educators as decision-makers before, during, and after adopting the ELA curriculum. It was 

critical to understand if and how the curriculum can help support student learning goals from the 

vantage point of an educator. Educator engagement opportunities included: providing insights on 

the curriculum used before the adoption process, sharing their hopes for the new curriculum, 

providing feedback on the final 1-2 curriculum options through varied avenues, and sharing 

necessary professional learning for educators to implement the adopted curriculum with fidelity 

(EdReports.org, 2019). In addition, families, students, and community members were invited to 

feedback sessions to inform the process for curriculum adoption, interview educators about the 

impact of the shift in the curriculum on students, learn about the final 1-2 curriculum options, 

and provide comments or feedback, and after adoption continued to give feedback through the 

district website. All stakeholders had the opportunity to interact with the curricular options 

before adoption (EdReports.org, 2019). 

The Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) prioritized stakeholder engagement 

during the review and adoption process for their K-12 English Language Arts curricula across 

the state to ensure all materials reflected their student needs. Other implications of stakeholder 

engagement lifted by MDE included uplifting district priorities and augmenting different 

perspectives, which lead to more equitable practices and outcomes in the selection of curriculum 

(Carter, 2021). In addition, MDE recommended techniques shared by Baltimore City Public 

Schools, such as intentionally engaging educators and uplifting the need to narrow inquiries to 

specific educators based on their expertise and interest. For example, it is necessary to consider 

subject matter expertise- familiarity with the standards- and experience reviewing curriculum. 

Finally, there was an emphasis on engaging the entire community. The rationale for this is to 
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express to families and community organizations that one values their knowledge of student 

needs due to proximity (Carter, 2021). 

While MDE elevated the necessity to have a curriculum that reflects the learning needs of 

students, there is less emphasis on engaging students in the process of reviewing or adopting 

curriculum options. Although Baltimore City Public Schools referenced students as an 

engagement stakeholder group during the adoption process for the ELA curriculum, the system 

further defined the role of students in developing curriculum when piloting BMore Me, a social 

studies curriculum, in 2019. One lesson Baltimore City Public Schools shared about student 

engagement in curriculum development was to “enlist students on the ground floor and keep 

them engaged. Integrating students early in the development and roll-out of a new curriculum 

improves the teaching and learning experience” (Equitable Futures, 2020). Roles recommended 

for students included the following: recruit students to share and shape the curriculum, ensuring 

that the curriculum meets student priorities, create an infrastructure for students to partner with 

teachers to align on implementation of the curriculum, and solicit student feedback in-real time 

after each lesson during the pilot (Equitable Futures, 2020).  

Both Baltimore City Public Schools and MDE provided offerings to other school districts 

to leverage stakeholders to ensure curricula reflected the needs of students and certify that 

students achieve excellence. In addition, Baltimore City Public Schools shared the following 

reflections on stakeholder engagement about the curriculum adoption or design process: leverage 

the perspectives of students and educators through the stages of development, testing, and 

implementation, ensure the values of communities and families shape the curriculum to 

guarantee cultural responsiveness, plan for sufficient engagement time for adequate participation, 
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and develop a two-way engagement strategy where transparency around the process exists 

(Equitable Futures, 2020). 

3. Conditions to Innovate: What conditions – resources, processes, and priorities- need to be 

true to develop the Universal Mosaic curriculum? What are cultural considerations for driving 

change? 

We sought to develop a curriculum because there was not a curriculum off the shelf that 

met the diverse learning needs of students across New York City. We aimed to improve New 

York City Public Schools' curricula to guarantee teachers can access effective learning materials 

that engage students successfully and close disparities in student achievement across 

demographic information. While the problem we tried to solve by innovating curricula is 

apparent, we needed to assess our internal capability to innovate curricula within our system to 

determine the best path forward to completing the development of the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum. 

Christensen and Kaufman (2008) provide three factors to consider for successful 

innovation in their RPP framework: resources, processes, and priorities (Christensen & 

Kaufman, 2008). In the framework, resources are concrete items that are hirable or firable. 

Examples included people, cash, technology, data, and relationships with suppliers and 

customers. Processes are the interaction, coordination, communication, and decision-making 

patterns necessary to transform resources into the aspired services or products—the RPP 

framework groups process into formal or informal. Formal processes are typically well defined 

and explicitly visible, for example, budgeting or resource allocation. In contrast, informal 

processes tend to be less visible and more unconscious. In addition, informal processes 

contribute to the organization or team’s culture. While the RPP framework described resources 



   
 

24 
 

and processes as enablers for an organization's innovation, priorities can act as constraints. 

Priorities inform decisions made across the organization and the distribution of efforts 

(Christensen & Kaufman, 2008). Therefore, we needed to carefully consider our conditions 

through the lens of resources, processes, and priorities to successfully develop the Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum. 

Christensen and Kaufman (2008) highlighted that utilizing conventional processes to 

execute a new task is a mistake when innovating. They both named that change is less complex 

when the conditions exist within resources but becomes more challenging when it impacts 

processes and culture. As shared above, some processes are technical, but many are characteristic 

practices or how things work in an organization. If a process is designed for a particular task, 

then typically, the process is successful. People work together to inform the necessary processes. 

The correct configuration of people must come together to define processes and set priorities if 

the innovation or task at hand will be successful (Christensen & Kaufman, 2008). At the same 

time, my curriculum colleagues within the system are familiar with supporting schools in 

selecting high-quality curricula for their students and have successfully developed their own 

Social Studies curricula-Passport to Social Studies. We have an influx of ESSER dollars to build 

curricula and have been approved to hire staff to support curriculum development. However, 

significant consideration was necessary to establish the processes to transform these resources 

into a student-centered curriculum that reflects New York City students' diversity and increases 

student outcomes. The expertise and relationships of the leaders that support schools with 

curricula options are important. However, we may have needed to add or subtract a few key 

people to shift the processes and priorities of a student-centered curriculum where students, 
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families, educators, and community members are the development drivers versus the established 

processes for selecting curricula. 

Several contextual factors at New York City Public Schools forced us to revisit 

established practices to drive change, including the COVID-19 pandemic, racial injustice, and 

continuous leadership transition. In addition, the context in New York City contributed to an 

environment where my colleagues acted based on feelings of fear, anxiety, and stress, which is 

typical during uncertain times. John P. Kotter and his colleagues described these feelings as the 

surviving channel. They shared that “creating smart [and] fast change means preventing the 

survive channel from overheating while activating the thrive channel in sufficient number of 

people,” in addition to fostering “more innovation, adaptation, and leadership.” In addition, 

Kotter shares that opportunities stimulate the thrive channel and lead to emotions of eagerness 

and pleasure (Kotter et al., 2021). The thrive channel was necessary for us to develop the 

processes and align the priorities for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum to be available to all 

schools by Fall 2023 with the current shifts and changes in the climate surrounding the system. 

Outside of the bounds of positional authority, leadership across the system must be 

enacted to move innovation forward in this complex system, where swift change will continue to 

occur with the transition of a new mayor and new Chancellor. Stakeholders, including myself, 

must feel empowered to lead more autonomously. With my colleagues, we must continue to 

gather stakeholders' insights and propose a path forward for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum 

grounded in the perspectives of students, families, educators, and community members. Kotter 

shares, “Leadership as a behavior, not a position, has the capacity to meet the change challenge 

of today” (Kotter et al., 2021). 
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Theory of Action 

If I… 

• Elevate the essential nature of the curriculum and its role in the lives of our 
approximately 1.1 million students, then 

• Create and leverage the infrastructure to ensure continuous stakeholder engagement 
opportunities for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum with leaders across the CAO 

portfolio and community members; and  

•  Deepen relationships with stakeholders across the CAO portfolio to collaborate on 
innovating the processes and priorities for building the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum 
 

Then … 

• We will enact a curriculum participatory design strategy for the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum; and  

• The conditions and infrastructure will be in place to establish a finalized vision and 
minimal viable product (MVP) for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum that aligns with 
the perspectives and insights of students, families, educators, and community 

members across New York City  
 

  So that… 

• Educators across New York City Public Schools will have access to instructional 
materials that strengthen teachers’ skills and knowledge to increase student 

engagement and outcomes, particularly for our most vulnerable students 
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Description, Evidence, and Analysis of the Strategic Project 

Description 

As a part of my entry in June 2021, I deepened my understanding of the projects that we 

would fold into our Academic Recovery framework under the Chief Academic Office portfolio. I 

joined several meetings across the CAO portfolio and engaged in one-on-one conversations with 

leaders of these workstreams. I quickly learned that there was more than sufficient work to lead , 

considering the influx of fiscal resources from ESSER dollars and the urgency of ensuring 1.1 

million students experienced high-quality, in-person core instruction and social-emotional 

supports after experiencing 18 months of hybrid instruction. While the system experienced an 

influx of fiscal resources, a few challenges included hiring staff to lead, develop, and implement 

critical components of each project under the Academic Recovery plan. Therefore, towards the 

end of August 2021, I proposed to Dr. Linda Chen that I lead the initial phase of the participatory 

curriculum design process for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum to do the following: 

• lift the perspectives of our students, families, educators, and community 

stakeholders to inform design elements of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum and 

ensure the Curriculum acts as a driver to increased outcomes and opportunities for 

the most vulnerable students across New York City 

• build coherence across stakeholders within the Chief Academic Office by norming 

their shared collective understanding of the expectations and necessary supports for 

the student learning experience across New York City 

The goals for my strategic project evolved to focus on the following objectives: 

• develop a plan accounting for resources and processes for continuous stakeholder 

engagement to position students, educators, families, and community members as 

co-designers of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum  
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• launch teaming structures to implement necessary processes for the engagement 

strategy 

• provide recommendations for a minimal viable product, MVP, for the Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum that aligns with the perspectives and insights of students, 

families, educators, and community members across New York City and can act as 

a driver to address the disparities in outcomes for our historically underserved 

student populations 

          Once Dr. Linda Chen and I confirmed the goals for my strategic project, she recommended 

that I connect with Dr. Karen Mapp about the best approach to develop the engagement strategy 

for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. When speaking with Dr. Karen Mapp, she recommended 

that I speak with leaders from Baltimore City Public Schools and Chicago Public Schools to inform 

the strategy for engagement on curriculum design. Both Chicago and Baltimore recently undertook 

ambitious curriculum reform efforts to ensure that their curriculum offerings were culturally 

responsive and tailored to meet students' needs. Dr. Karen Mapp also suggested that I connect with 

the leaders of particular advocacy groups to understand the landscape of advocacy and community 

groups and determine the best entry points to build relationships with the community.  

          With guidance and thought partnership from community partners in New York City, 

colleagues from our core curriculum, English, and STEM team, and curriculum leaders from 

districts outside of New York City, a colleague from the Development, Support, and 

Implementation (DSI) team and I partnered to draft an engagement strategy. Both internal and 

external stakeholders pushed us to consider that each stakeholders’ experiences and understanding 

of both Culturally Responsive-Sustaining Education (CR-SE) and curriculum varied. The 

implications for this consideration included the following: 
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• ensured the initial phase of engagement accounted for norming across the agency on 

the purpose of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum while certifying that the education 

of stakeholder groups was an explicit goal for external constituents 

• developed specific engagement goals for each stakeholder group 

Figure 5 depicts the pre-approved goals for the engagement strategy for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum.  

Figure 5: Goals for the Engagement Strategy for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum 

Internal  
Students, Teachers, Field-based Staff, and Central 

Office Stakeholders  

External  
 Families, Community-Based Organizations, 

Advocacy Groups, Researchers, Funders/ 
Investors, Nonprofits, and Politicians 

1. Norm on the purpose of the Universal 
Mosaic Curriculum, including the role of a 
curriculum and the anticipated impact of 
implementing the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum 

2. Engage with stakeholders to share insights 
on criteria for the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum  

3. Collect existing CRSE curriculum materials 
that are culturally relevant and research-
based to inform the development of the 
Universal Mosaic Curriculum 

4. Recruit and collaborate with colleagues to 
participate in field testing and provide 
feedback on curricular resources, including 
lesson plans, curriculum units, and 
instructional resources.  

1. Norm on the purpose of the Universal 
Mosaic Curriculum, including aligning 
on the role of a curriculum  

2. Share insights and perspectives based 
on lived experiences, backgrounds, and 
interests to inform both content and 
elements of the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum 

3. Provide feedback on content or 
elements of the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum 

   

       After several iterations of feedback from community partners and senior leadership, the 

proposed engagement strategy accounted for a pre-launch or planning phase and three distinct 

phases of engagement opportunities. In addition, it included an opportunity in phase three to co-

create the remaining engagement opportunities with stakeholders; Figure 6 provides the proposed 

timeline and outcomes for each phase. By January 2022, the intended goal was to have a 
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recommendation document for the highest priority design elements by stakeholder group and 

content recommendations for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum.  

Figure 6: Engagement Phases for Universal Mosaic Curriculum  
Phase (time frame)  

  
Description of Phase Outcomes  

Pre-Phase  
August 9-August 27  

 Finalizing the Engagement Plan  
This phase will begin with designing the engagement infrastructure 
outlining the plan's purpose, goals, and intended outcomes. An integral part 
of this phase is to ensure regular briefings with New York City Public 
School’s senior cabinet leadership to ensure alignment and coherence in 
messaging regarding the purpose and intended stakeholder engagement 
process.  

Phase 1  
August 30-October 1  

Aligning on the Purpose of Universal Mosaic Curriculum  
Phase 1 will align internally by establishing a shared definition and purpose 
of a curriculum. Simultaneously, we will launch a web page to ensure two-
way communication with all stakeholders.  

Phase 2                   
October 4- November 30  

Gathering Input (Data)  
Phase 2 will engage numerous stakeholder groups across the city through 
interviews, focus groups, and surveys to share how their experiences can 

contribute to the curriculum content. In addition, we will continue to norm 
on the purpose and impact of UMC and collect existing CRSE resources to 

inform the new curriculum.  
Phase 3  

December 1- January 14  
Finalizing Elements of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum  

Phase 3 will focus on sharing learning from the Phase 2 interviews, focus 
groups, and surveys and how the information will contribute to the 
curriculum content. In addition, we will co-construct engagement 
opportunities with stakeholders for the remaining phases of the UMC.   

  

 

The timeline to launch engagement shifted due to personnel and infrastructure change in 

the senior leadership cabinet. In mid-August, the New York City Public Schools added a role to 

the cabinet where someone would oversee academics, early childhood education, enrollment, 

school climate, and wellness to drive coherence across these divisions. To move forward with 

external engagement, we would need this person’s input on the vision for the curriculum. In 

addition, this person had to sign off on the engagement strategy. This leader stepped into the role 

in mid-August, and we started the feedback cycle with this person towards the end of September. 
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In a more casual hallway conversation, the leader shared that the development of the Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum needed to be cross-divisional work, and we should start a working group. 

While waiting for sign-off from this new leader, my colleague from DSI and I drafted a 

purpose statement, for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, with input from the Deputy Chief 

Academic Officers and colleagues from the core curriculum, ELA, and STEM teams (see 

Appendix B: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Purpose Statement). We sought to leverage this 

document to align stakeholders across the agency on the purpose of the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum and provide clarity on the guiding principles and intended core components for the 

curriculum, like the outcomes for phase one in Figure 6. We started to socialize this document 

across the Chief Academic Office portfolio and the Office of Family and Community 

Engagement (FACE). Still, we stopped phase one based on feedback we received, entailing that 

the purpose document should be the outcome of the initial engagement phase. 

Towards the end of phase one, at the beginning of October, per the timeline in Figure 6, 

members of our senior leadership requested to shift from a stakeholder-specific engagement 

approach to city-wide engagement. We sought the same information from each stakeholder 

regardless of experience or familiarity with curricula or CRSE. However, we agreed that city-

wide engagement might not be sufficient to capture the complexities of cultures across NYC or 

ensure representation across various perspectives. Therefore, in the approved overview plan (see 

Appendix C: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Engagement Process Internal Overview), we 

determined it necessary to prepare for a more localized engagement following the city-wide 

engagement.  

Senior leadership approved the approach and logistics for engagement, including the 

dates, agenda, and facilitator guide towards the end of October (see Appendix C: Universal 
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Mosaic Curriculum Engagement Town Hall Agenda). Other specific guidance included 

leveraging students as leaders in the engagement of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. Therefore, 

we sought to collaborate with the Student Voice Director from the Family and Community 

Engagement team in response to this feedback. Still, the timeline necessary to effectively 

collaborate and empower students as leaders of engagement for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum was insufficient, with the approved dates for city-wide engagement. To ensure that 

student perspective was at the center of the town hall experience, a team of my colleagues from 

the CIPL team conducted focus groups with students from Brooklyn, Manhattan, and the Bronx 

to share more about the Universal Mosaic Curriculum and asked the following questions: 

1. In thinking about meaningful learning experiences, what are some ways we can make this 

curriculum a tool to drive strong outcomes for NYC students?  
2. We also want to ensure that the materials represent the identities and lived experiences of 

NYC students. What would you like to see as materials a part of the curriculum? 

 

The focus groups were taped, and four hours of footage were condensed into a shared trailer at 

the city-wide town halls.  

           Senior leadership reiterated the need to develop a cross-agency working group to support 

the necessary capacity to implement an inclusive city-wide engagement experience, accounting 

for interpretation. We were encouraged to leverage the Academic Recovery working group led 

by select senior leadership team members. However, it was challenging to gather buy-in from the 

Academic Recovery cross-divisional group members at that point in the process that we 

convened them, which was after the approval of the engagement strategy. Therefore, my 

colleague and I leveraged relational capital to organize necessary groups to implement the city-

wide engagement process for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum.  

While we proposed several phases of engagement, we concluded that the plan for 

engagement opportunities would need to be iterative and responsive to the perspective of 
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students, families, educators, and community members. Managing dynamics with our curriculum 

and content colleagues was necessary to ensure responsiveness to stakeholders. We had a bi-

weekly meeting to provide updates and receive feedback on the engagement strategy. As 

engagement started, we developed an ELA and math working group with representation from 

across the CAO Portfolio, including the Division of Teaching & Learning (DT&L), Division of 

Multilingual Learners (DML), and Division of Specialized Instruction and Student Support 

(DSISS). Although, the content working group supported some of the more technical content 

aspects of the curriculum development process. We created opportunities for them to interact 

with the engagement data to ensure our values and criteria for the curriculum continued to be 

responsive to the insights of students, families, educators, and community members.  

As we continued to engage with stakeholders and deepen our understanding of the 

capacity in the curriculum development industry to meet our vision- we continued to revisit the 

MVP for Fall 2023. We have learned that the Universal Mosaic Curriculum will be an iterative 

product with continued market research and conversations with several stakeholders. Under the 

leadership of Chancellor Porter, it continued to be a non-negotiable to provide our educators with 

a student-centered curriculum representing our students' different experiences, standards-aligned, 

rigorous, inclusive and affirming. However, with the expected senior leadership transition, and a 

newly elected Mayor Eric Adams, it is expected that the vision and approach to developing the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum may shift.  

Evidence 

The high-level goal for my strategic project centered on leading the initial engagement 

portion of the development process for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. Engagement with 

stakeholders before developing the curriculum was a new practice for us and external 
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constituents. Therefore, to successfully lead this portion of developing the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum, it was necessary to ensure the structures, practices, and mindsets for us as an agency 

were intact to execute engagement and be responsive to a participatory curriculum design 

process. This section provides emerging evidence to support my theory of action's if and then 

statements and the high-level goals for this strategic project. 

The if statements of my theory of action include the following: 

• Elevate the essential nature of the curriculum and its role in the lives of our 
approximately 1.1 million students, then 

• Create and leverage the infrastructure to ensure continuous stakeholder engagement 
opportunities for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum with leaders across the CAO 
portfolio and community members; and  

• Deepen relationships with stakeholders across the CAO portfolio to collaborate on 
innovating the processes and priorities for building the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum 

During August, I worked with my colleagues on the Core Curriculum team, STEM team, 

and ELA team to do the following: define the term curriculum, norm on the purpose of the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum, and deepen my relationship with each of these leaders. These 

actions were necessary before designing the strategy or infrastructure for external engagement, 

considering the heightened tension within the group. Team members had mixed emotions 

regarding the shift in strategy for developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, particularly 

engagement being the driver for the initial development phase. While there were mindset issues 

to address, several of these leaders were fearful that we would not develop curricula and did not 

want to be associated with an incomplete task. I built trust with these leaders to influence their 

beliefs around the “engagement-first” approach and ensure that the engagement strategy aligned 

with their best thinking on some of the more technical aspects of curricular design. As a group, 

we developed the purpose statement (see Appendix B: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Purpose 

Statement) for the curriculum. While we were asked not to utilize the document during the initial 
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engagement opportunities, developing the document deepened my relationship with my 

colleagues and demonstrated evidence of the first and third bullet listed above from the if 

statement.  

The relationships and culture of collaboration that came from co-creating the purpose 

statement with my colleagues in CIPL served as the anchor to developing an infrastructure to 

enact the initial round of city-wide engagement. I continued to partner with a colleague from DSI 

while we recruited two program managers and the Chief of Staff from CIPL to constitute our 

core planning team for the initial city-wide engagement. This group designed the approved 

sessions for city-wide engagement (see Appendix D: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Engagement 

Town Hall Agenda), indicated partial evidence of the second bullet. In addition, we recruited 

Teacher Leaders as small group facilitators and notetakers, solidified technology and 

interpretation support, and worked with communications and the press to ensure stakeholders 

were aware of the engagement. Throughout the process, we partnered  closely with leaders from 

the Research Policy Support Group (RPSG) under the Office of Policy and Evaluation to support 

data collection and draft a summary of learnings from the initial engagements.  

The then statements of my theory of action include the following: 

• We will enact a curriculum participatory design strategy for the Universal Mosaic 
Curriculum; and  

• The conditions and infrastructure will be in place to establish a finalized vision and 
minimal viable product (MVP) for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum that aligns with 

the perspectives and insights of students, families, educators, and community 
members across New York City  

 

         We launched the initial phase of city-wide engagement on Tuesday, November 9, 2021, 

signifying the agency's commitment to a participatory curriculum design strategy. Five city-wide 

engagement sessions offered interpretation for 11 languages and access to American Sign 

Language across the five sessions. In addition, for those who may not have attended, we offered 
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an opportunity to provide insight through a survey available through a website that we launched 

(see Appendix E: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Website Content)- indicated evidence of the first 

bullet from the then statement. 

         The report from RPSG indicated that during the city-wide engagement sessions, 72 small 

group conversations occurred with 639 parents/ guardians (families), educators, students, and 

community members. The summary is organized by themes, with quotes to provide further insight 

into the conversations that our teachers led. In my role as a listener during the small group 

discussions, a few trends seemed prevalent. The items that felt most common, to me, included the 

following: students recognizing their identities and experience in both ELA and math and ensuring 

learning experiences set students up to develop skills that prepared them for success beyond K-12, 

specifically financially literacy (see Appendix F: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Prevalent Themes-

November 2021 Town Halls Draft) 

        While the information from the engagement was quite helpful, the sample size was not 

significant enough to represent the number of students across New York City Public Schools. 

Therefore, we needed to do quite a bit of market research about the experience of our educators 

and students with our current curriculum options to develop a curriculum that would promote high 

“opt-in.” As shared in Appendix C: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Engagement Process Internal 

Overview, the goal was to continue engagement in December to increase participation and build 

on the learnings from the city-wide engagements. While this did not occur, we did work with 

leaders across the Chief Academic Office to revise the long-term strategy to account for continuous 

engagement by leveraging external partners (See Appendix G: Universal Mosaic Curriculum 

Strategy Overview, December 2021). The Universal Mosaic Curriculum Strategy Overview, 

Appendix G, indicated evidence of the second bullet from the then statement. 
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Analysis 

The goal for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, per the press announcement on July 8, 

2021, from Mayor Bill De Blasio and Chancellor Meisha Porter (see Appendix A: Academic 

Recovery Plan Announcement-Universal Mosaic Curriculum), was intended to be available to 

schools by Fall 2023. Both the Mayor and Chancellor continued to reference the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum externally and internally, indicating that this workstream was a priority for city hall 

and New York City Public Schools. The indication of priority from the authorizing environment 

and additional attention from the press, advocacy groups, and funders contributed significantly to 

both successes and challenges we experienced in launching a curriculum participatory design 

process. To analyze the successes and challenges in the capstone, I considered to what extent we 

successfully launched a participatory curriculum design strategy for the Universal Mosaic 

curriculum, referencing the proposed phases of engagement in figure 6. In addition, the readiness 

of the system, considering resources, processes, and priorities, to move forward with a 

participatory curriculum design process.  

During my residency, we launched a participatory curriculum design strategy. While we 

launched city-wide engagement solely, the sessions provided the agency with current information 

from students, families, educators, and community members about what they expected to see in 

the student learning experience. When considering the number of hours students spend with 

curricular materials, approximately 12,330, over their K-12 experience, stakeholders more 

proximal to students should inform the materials that form the foundation of students’ learning 

experiences and serve as a critical driver for their success. For both external and internal 

stakeholders, the actual launching of engagement was surprising. I recalled leaders from our press 

and school design team reaching out to me, with excitement, via email once our Mosaic website 



   
 

38 
 

launched publicly and the engagement flyers released through the avenue of our parent newsletter, 

with specifics of how to register and when this would take place (See Appendix H: Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum Town Hall Flyers-English). Some of the surprise reactions were due to the 

timing of the events; when the city-wide engagements took place (mid-November), we knew that 

there would be a new mayor in January 2021 and that it would be Mayor Eric Adams. In New 

York City, a new mayor indicates a new chancellor, which foreshadowed more significant 

leadership transitions. There were quite a few people that mentioned to me that there is a new 

mayor, and while the Universal Mosaic Curriculum was a project for Chancellor Porter, it may not 

be for the new Chancellor or their leadership team. The context of transition around the city and 

the agency made it more challenging to mobilize stakeholders within the agency to launch the 

curriculum strategy based on my observations. Some of my colleagues did just enough, but we did 

not necessarily get the support related to publicity like other high-profile projects at the time. At 

the same time, many other of my internal colleagues rallied to help us brand the engagement and 

ensure that the experience was accessible and inclusive. Although we were in the season of 

transition, the term “chancellor’s priority” contributed to the partial interagency buy-in. For some, 

the innovative nature of creating a process to uplift the students' perspectives and their families to 

inform the materials teachers may use in a classroom was exciting. I will also add that the interest 

expressed from external constituents contributed significantly to us iterating and tightening the 

pitch for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. Either Dr. Chen or I continued to speak about the 

vision, goals, and rationale for developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum with divisions across 

the agency and external partners; these conversations and encounters increased buy-in from all 

stakeholders and increased my relational capital. The increased buy-in we gathered with each 

conversation and the expressed support from the authorizing environment—Mayor De Blasio, 
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Chancellor Porter, and Dr. Chen—contributed to launching a participatory curriculum design 

strategy.  

While we launched the development process for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum and 

gained valuable insights from stakeholders, we did not abide by the timeline shared in figure 6 or 

Appendix C. The implications of not having done sufficient stakeholder engagement and lack of 

clarity on the MVP would impact how the incoming Mayor and leadership team proceeded with 

the vision and process for developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. To protect the vision and 

process for moving this project forward, we needed extensive legitimacy and support from 

educators, particularly at schools, students, and families. From a more technical perspective, we 

needed to be on track to spend the 200 million dollars budgeted for FY 22 and have a vendor or a 

set of curriculum designers building out elements of the work. For this analysis and my learning, 

it is worth considering the factors that impacted or shifted the timelines proposed and approved 

for the initial phases of the engagement and development timeline.  

I would elevate beliefs around best practices to develop curricula, at New York City Public 

Schools, as a factor for the delay in the proposed timeline. As shared earlier, historically, 

engagement in curriculum development is typically for feedback after the drafting of portions of a 

curriculum or recruitment to establish a team. Before Mayor DiBlasio agreed to move forward 

with the project, the initial plan within the agency did not account for extensive stakeholder 

engagement during the fall. The plan focused on delivering culturally relevant text to schools, 

implementing an RFP process to solidify a vendor to develop the curriculum, and recruiting and 

developing a national expert committee. The intent was to engage educators to provide feedback, 

primarily per the drafted project plan that leaders drafted based on the standardized curriculum 

development process. When told in July that we had to lead with extensive stakeholder engagement 
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and that should inform the curriculum's criteria, there were feelings. Some leaders were concerned 

about the practicality of the strategy; others did not believe that students and educators should 

inform how experts developed a curriculum.  

Foreseeing the adaptive challenges, Dr. Chen was explicit in her guidance that we needed 

buy-in from our curriculum and content leaders for the engagement portion of curriculum 

development. As a result, I spent several weeks engaging my CIPL colleagues and adjusted the 

engagement strategy, iterated on the vision and purpose for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, and 

increased buy-in for the shift in strategy to a participatory curriculum design approach. At the same 

time, I worked to address mindsets and beliefs about the perspectives of students, families, 

educators, and community members as the anchors for this project.  

In addition, the shift in the makeup of senior leadership mentioned earlier with the addition 

of a leader to drive coherence across academics, early childhood, enrollment, school climate, and 

wellness impacted our timeline. We had to ensure that the vision and strategy aligned with this 

person’s larger vision for building coherence across the portfolios under their supervision. In the 

context of transitioning Chancellor leadership, the system also had numerous priorities that 

required external engagement that impacted the time frame of the final approval for us to launch 

external engagement.  

While we launched the participatory curriculum strategy, indicating that New York City 

Public Schools can initiate a curriculum innovation process. We will now consider if the system 

has the conditions to move a participatory curriculum process forward through the lens of 

processes, priorities, and resources. In addition, the system's readiness is critical considering the 

anticipated leadership transitions at the close of December when thinking about the sustainability 

of this project.   
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One of the challenges with launching this process was the pushback from my colleagues 

across the curriculum and content teams on shifting the approach or strategy to developing a 

curriculum that centers on our community, specifically students and families. While some leaders 

were honest in naming that the newness of this approach was intimidating, others did not think the 

community had the answer as to what should be in the curriculum. As a result, we had to shift 

mindsets to move forward with the development of the curriculum. Unfortunately, when I entered 

this project, we did not have the beliefs or mindsets to successfully shift our processes to enact a 

participatory curriculum design process. However, I noticed a shift in how teams spoke about the 

project towards the end of the fall. My noticings were proven when debriefing the engagement 

data with select content and curriculum team colleagues. My colleagues leaned into the 

information elevated from the city-wide town halls. Their actions were counter to when we shifted 

to a participatory approach. They elevated the need to ensure the curriculum accounted for the 

real-world application of standards. They named that a value for this curriculum was contextual 

diversity to ensure students can see elements of their identity reflected in their learning. They 

started to have challenging conversations about how we as a system defined scaffold and designed 

a product that centers the student experience. The dialogue from this conversation affirmed that 

my colleagues were more willing or ready to shift our standardized process or approach to 

developing the curriculum, which was a huge success.  

I continue to grapple with what led to this shift in mindset that better prepared us to shift 

our processes. First, there was something about getting the process started. Completing city-wide 

engagement indicated to many, especially considering the timing of the initial engagement launch, 

that we could create an infrastructure to hear from external stakeholders what they wanted to be 

present in the learning experiences for students across New York City Public Schools. I would 
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also add that developing content-specific working groups to dig deeper into the purpose of the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum and provide input on the path forward as we continue engagement. 

As my colleagues on the curriculum and content teams felt more informed and had more frequent 

opportunities to ideate and make decisions, there was more openness to shifting the standardized 

curriculum development process. These groups were excited about the insights from students, 

families, educators, and community members on meaningful learning experiences and items they 

would want to see. To my understanding, this was a first. I recall our leader of core curriculum 

naming that this was quite a big deal to have the information. The information also forced the 

system to grapple with alignment and misalignment around the beliefs about what should be in the 

ELA and math learning experiences. During this conversation, I heard internal stakeholders name 

the need for continuous external stakeholder engagement. The strategy for developing the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum had to account for continuous feedback loops with stakeholders. My 

colleagues shared the need for processes necessary to continue the responsiveness to stakeholders. 

While the technical processes are not necessarily in place to continue to move the work forward, I 

would define shifts in mindsets and expressed desires to shift the current processes as indicators 

that might contribute to propelling the project forward. 

When reflecting on the system's readiness through the fiscal resource lens, thinking 

specifically about money, there was sufficient money allotted to enact the technical and adaptive 

priorities to develop and implement the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. In July, the press release 

announced that in FY 22, there were 200 million dollars budgeted to propel the project forward 

(see Appendix A: Academic Recovery Plan Announcement-Universal Mosaic Curriculum). 

Therefore, I would consider the amount allotted for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum a success. 
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The significant amount of money attached to the project signaled that this workstream was a 

priority for the system and an avenue to accelerate learning. 

According to the RPP framework, people are a resource, and resources are necessary to 

drive innovation, such as launching a new process for curriculum development. The leaders that 

drafted the plan for developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum accounted for hiring various 

roles to support this process. Launching city-wide engagements heightened the priority of 

assembling a team to continue the work. To ensure the initial city-wide engagement took place, 

we leveraged external partners to support technology, hired teachers per session to facilitate the 

small group discussions, and sought volunteers to capture notes. While launching city-wide 

engagement increased awareness that additional human capital was necessary to move forward 

with this project, critical roles had not been posted or hired at the close of December. When 

reflecting on the obstacles to hiring stakeholders, there seemed to be a lack of clarity on the process 

for approving headcount and the necessary next steps to hire. Much of this seemed rooted in the 

changes in the constituents that made up the senior leadership team. However, this could have 

occurred in anticipation of the incoming administration's priorities. As we think about the system's 

preparedness to continue the participatory curriculum process, insufficient human capital to 

manage and organize around the Universal Mosaic Curriculum will be a challenge. 

While placing bodies into roles was an issue, we must consider value alignment to the 

vision in hiring for this project. The framing for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum prioritized the 

terminology rigor, inclusive, and affirming. To enact a bold vision, the project leaders must build 

rigorous, inclusive, and affirming processes. I elevated this as a challenge in moving the project 

forward. Considering the named challenges of leadership mindsets, I wondered if our current 

curriculum and content team leaders can construct a team that can lead the bold vision for the 
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Universal Mosaic Curriculum. Especially when considering the effort exercised to gather their 

buy-in to shift the standardized process for curriculum development to prioritize the insights of 

those most proximal to students.  

To sustain developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, we must consider how the senior 

leadership of New York City Public Schools positioned the nature of the work as a priority for 

internal and external stakeholders, especially considering the incoming leadership transitions. 

There are several ways to consider whether a workstream is a priority; we have considered one 

aspect: the fiscal resources allotted for the project. For this portion of the analysis, I will consider 

the efforts placed to launch the engagement process by internal stakeholders and reflect on the 

metrics for participation in the engagement session. In addition, I want to state that aligning with 

the external partners' perspectives and insights impacts our ability to position the system better to 

build public value around the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. Greater public value better positions 

this project as a priority for the incoming leaders, specifically if masses of educators in the system 

are advocating for the curriculum. 

One of my takeaways from this process is how any initiative deemed a Chancellor’s 

priority will inform how people prioritize and deprioritize supporting the work. For example, 

Chancellor Porter indicated verbally, in several spaces, the critical nature of developing the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum. However, with time, she spoke to several other workstreams being 

a priority which minimized the effort that several internal stakeholders could contribute to 

launching this initiative. While I believed that launching this curriculum was personally important 

to her, as Chancellor, it was her job to prioritize initiatives that the Mayor requested at city hall. 

Several other engagement initiatives were taking place when we got the green light from senior 

leadership to move forward with their vision for launching the revised plan for the initial rounds 
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of engagement. Superintendents led localized Gifted and Talented (G&T) engagements that were 

in motion, and there was a plan to launch outreach for student vaccination. The excessive expressed 

number of chancellor priorities in the context of a newly elected mayor minimized how internal 

stakeholders expanded their energy to support the further development of the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum. The communications, press, translation, and interpretation teams did not have the 

human capital to promote engagement and ensure each session was fully inclusive, accounting for 

language access. On either hand, the season of transition informed the willingness of internal 

stakeholders to support or move the work forward, especially considering the unknown stance on 

the incoming teams’ perspective on centralized curriculum. While we launched the development 

of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, we did not necessarily enact the conditions and infrastructure 

to indicate that this work was a priority to the incoming leaders. Contributing factors included the 

culture of anxiety and fear associated with transition and competing priorities. 

The participation data from the engagement done thus far for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum was one avenue to provide the agency with information about the public value of the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum. While the information collected from the sessions was insightful, 

the sample size of participants compared to the number of students and families served by the 

agency was insignificant. In a debrief with the math and ELA working groups, they highlighted 

that, more than likely, the information also may not represent the breadth of perspectives across 

New York City. The number of participants compared to the scope of stakeholders we serve may 

make one question whether there was public value across the board for the Universal Mosaic 

Curriculum.  

Considering the press or the politicized nature of this project, one might question the small 

number of participants. In reflecting on the inputs for brandings and communication referenced 
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earlier, the system at this time was also providing several engagement opportunities for an array 

of controversial topics. We reflected on the experience of launching engagement with some of the 

most prominent advocates for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. They spoke about the challenges 

of the avenue of city-wide engagement. Many families may not feel comfortable joining a city-

wide conversation and, pending on their experiences, can find it intimidating. They offered 

recommendations to leverage teacher groups to build out our subsequent engagement phases at the 

district level. They were willing to partner to develop a strategy and promote intentional outreach 

to ensure both the sample size and different perspectives were accounted for as we iterated on the 

vision and MVP for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. The continuous conversations with 

different advocacy groups provided us a path forward to determine if there was public value from 

students, families, educators, and community members. Clear public value could shape the 

incoming leaderships’ priorities, sustain the vision for the curriculum, and, more importantly, 

create an innovative path to curriculum design that centers on representation as a means to increase 

student achievement, particularly for our most vulnerable population of students.  

While we continued to brainstorm and discuss how to center this work on the insights of 

students, families, educators, and community members with advocacy and community groups, we 

never enacted a genuinely collaborative partnership, per Figure 7. Instead, we primarily leveraged 

advocacy and community groups as consults during my residency. At this point, the culture and 

infrastructure of the system did not necessarily permit us to delegate power to the community to 

support design or implementation. The lack of ability to fully collaborate with external 

stakeholders provided a significant limitation to enacting a participatory curriculum design 

process. The impact of this significantly limited our ability to gather buy-in and ensure this 

workstream was a priority to external constituents 
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Figure 7: The Spectrum of Community Engagement Ownership 

 

Source:  (Gonzalez, 2019) 
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Implications for Self 

While this portion of the capstone intends to summarize what I learned about myself as a 

systems-level leader through the lens of my strategic project, learning makes me think of new 

revelations. In this experience, residency at New York City Public Schools, learning further 

emphasized gems of strength heightened for me throughout the Ed.L.D. experience and provided 

the space for me to reflect on the drawbacks of those strengths.  

In Fall 2019, amid orientation for Ed.L.D., my roommate and cohort peer Jessica Ball 

Johnson said to me: “your superpower is building relationships.” Honestly, I did not pay her 

comment much attention because I was not sure that I could connect my relational superpower to 

leadership. However, my residency experience heightened that this particular strength is critical to 

move work forward, especially as an outsider entering a system with great value on tenure or years 

in the system. I would quickly learn that the way to combat my lack of tenure in New York City 

Public Schools was to build relationships at each hierarchy level, specifically with my supervisor 

and now lifelong mentor, Dr. Linda Chen.  

When New York City Public Schools announced the initial phases of curriculum 

development would center on learning from students, families, and educators to inform the criteria, 

I anticipated that there might not be human capital to operationalize this. Likewise, I did not 

anticipate the differing perspectives on the value proposition for the entire project and the lack of 

consensus on the path forward to an inclusive engagement process. So, I leveraged my relational 

superpower and high emotional intelligence to both formally and informally talked to leaders 

across the central office, including but not limited to Chancellor Porter, her Chief of Staff, Dr. 

Chen, and other members of the senior leadership team. By the time I needed their insights or 

authorization, we had engaged informally about a nice outfit or partaken in a 2–3-minute 
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conversation in the rotunda asking how one another may be doing. As a result, I was able to gather 

consensus and develop guidance that, in many ways, normed us internally. I found myself as a 

bridge between the leaders that needed to operationalize the vision and the members of the 

authorizing environment with the highest positional authority.  

I must ask myself why I positioned myself as the bridge to gain consensus internally. I 

fundamentally believed we needed to be on the same page as an agency around our vision for the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum and to what extent we were willing to collaborate with students, 

families, educators, and community members before planning or launching external engagement. 

I believe some of this is rooted in my orientation to problem-solving. Throughout several 

interactions with Strength Finders, restorative continues to be my number one strength. As I 

reflected on the description of restorative in Strength Finders 2.0, I gained energy from solving a 

complex and unfamiliar problem. I find joy in identifying the obstacles that stand in the way of a 

solution (Rath, 2007). I have started to connect to my identity as a scientist; we enjoy gathering 

information to propose a potential hypothesis to solve a problem.  

While my superpower in building relationships and desire to solve complex challenges 

acted as enablers for my success as a resident, both items acted as constraints, at times, for moving 

the work forward. The notion behind restoration is to fix in many ways. The undertone of 

restoration and my strength as an achiever contributed to my actions to launch this process with 

minimal opportunity for error, leaving minimal space for learning by doing. At the beginning of 

September, I recalled that one of my newly formed mentors started to ask me weekly if engagement 

had started. One day, he told me that there is value in learning and then iterating on the process. 

While I continue to reflect on this feedback, I found it conflicted with the agency’s culture and my 

product orientation. My survival channel was overheating much of the time. The amount of money 
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and attention that the Universal Mosaic Curriculum garnered induced anxiety and stress, which 

led to my desire to develop an approach that minimized political pushback while being inclusive  

and ensured we met the ambitious deadline of a full curriculum by Fall 2023. The underlying fear 

and desire to execute with accuracy impacted our ability to launch processes to learn, which 

impacted the initial timeline and what we hoped to achieve by the end of Chancellor Porter’s 

tenure. While we sought to innovate a process with an innovative product, I did not leverage my 

relational capital to create or advocate for the space necessary to execute as learners. Amy 

Edmonson (2008) stated in an article titled, The Competitive Imperative of Learning, that “the best 

organizations have figured out how to learn quickly while maintaining high quality standard s” (p. 

62). 

As I seek district leadership roles in spaces that may not explicitly empower opportunities 

for learning as a leader, I grapple with two lines of thinking. First, as a leader, how do I advocate 

or influence my colleagues, horizontally and vertically, to prioritize learning in a context that may 

prioritize executing for efficiency or product. The other line of thinking or question I have for 

myself is how do I influence a learning culture with my actions, regardless of the culture of the 

context? I believe there are considerations around my language, actions, and processes that I either 

lead or promote. I do not question my ability to lead or promote a culture that enacts learning; Dr. 

Chen shared that she would describe me as “accessible disruption,” indicating that I find 

appropriate ways to disrupt culture. Prioritizing opportunities to learn for myself and my team will 

be significant considering the implications of COVID-19. While the pandemic has created 

instability and unfamiliarity, it has created opportunities for innovation and learning.  

At this moment, as an aspiring Chief Academic Officer in a diverse and urban context, it 

will be critical to drive learning across different cultures and communities to develop buy-in on 
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either controversial or misunderstood ideas. For example, one of the tensions with the Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum was the orientation to CR-SE in the context of racial injustice and CRT. We 

needed to create space to engage and have two-way dialogues with our supporters and opposers to 

navigate the controversy. While this did not occur, I recall advocates naming this as necessary to 

understand different perspectives and gain consensus on what CR-SE may need to look like in 

New York City.  
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Implications for New York City Public Schools 

We launched a participatory curriculum design process to ensure students across New York 

City, K-12, saw their experiences or identities reflected in their learning materials through the 

avenue of a curriculum by Fall 2023. In addition, more implicitly, to support teachers with 

strengthening core instruction to close disparities in student achievement between the students who 

have been historically underserved compared to their peers. The challenges we seek to address are 

critical and necessary to solve. At the same time, we need to take stock of our internal capacity to 

move this project forward and ensure alignment with incoming Chancellor David Bank’s priorities 

and vision. Hence, the implications I propose for New York City Public Schools account for 

opportunities due to mayoral and leadership transition and key takeaways from the analysis portion 

of the capstone. 

      In the analysis, I reference or allude to two items that delay the launch of the curriculum 

development process: 

1. Shifts in the makeup of the senior leadership team  

2. Prioritizing norming across the agency on the outcome for the curriculum and the best path 
forward 

 

One offer that I have for my site is to leverage transition as an opportunity to reflect and 

refine the deliverable for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. We can leverage the season of 

transition to emphasize the strategy elements that have been successful or align with Chancellor 

Banks' vision and raise flags or challenges that we cannot solve. Chancellor Banks shared his four 

pillars with the system on his first day. The four pillars include: 

1. First, we will scale, sustain, and restore what works 
2. Second, we will reimagine how our students learn. 

3. Third, we will prioritize wellness and its link to student success.  
4. Finally, throughout this work, we will empower parents and families to be our 

partners.  
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The second and fourth bullets directly align with the impetus and process for the vision and 

approach for developing the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. The first bullet aligns with several 

internal conversations on identifying culturally relevant curricula across schools to inform the 

design. At the same time, the first bullet may contradict the notion of a complete K-12 ELA and 

math curriculum. The season of transition is the opportunity to revisit the deliverable for Fall 2023 

or MVP, define what we mean by the curriculum, and further define the challenges we aim to 

address by developing a curriculum for students across New York City. 

As we iterate or refine the deliverable for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, to minimize 

obstacles in moving this work forward, it is critical to bring the visionaries and the stakeholders 

with more technical expertise on curriculum development together to norm on the feasibility of 

the output for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. For example, while some of the resistance to 

shifts in process and outcome were rooted in mindsets, visionaries did not necessarily account for 

many technical challenges as we moved in different directions. I continued to hear about the 

timeline to spend ESSER dollars and constraints dealing with procurement and contracting. When 

informally connecting with one of the leaders on Chancellor Porter’s team, she shared with me 

that one of the challenges to consistently try to solve at New York City Public Schools is bridging 

the gap between vision and operations. She shared that creating space for ideating with the leader 

setting the vision and the stakeholders leading the operation will increase the likeliness of success 

with initiatives. 

           Conditions, for this capstone's purposes, we have considered resources, processes, and 

priorities. In addition to taking a moment to refine the outcomes for the curriculum, I would offer 

for the site to determine whether the conditions exist to innovate curricula to be inclusive, 

affirming, and rigorous. I would ask my site to consider the following: 
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• What processes are necessary to develop a product that aims to drive a product that 
intends to be inclusive?  

• What qualities need to be true about the leader and their team?  

• How does this particular project sit within our priorities for the new administration? 
 

As shared in the analysis, we spent quite a bit of time influencing the leaders of this project to shift 

how we approached curriculum development. While everyone seems to be on board with the need 

for a curriculum that would support more inclusive teacher practices, I am not sure we considered 

how this might impact the design or the development process for the Universal Mosaic Curriculum. 

I recall one of my favorite students sharing with me that we must reconsider our inputs to shift the 

outcome. I believe that this has implications for several components of this project, but I want to 

lift shifting our processes or how we do the work to be more inclusive. Developing inclusive 

practices would require us across the agency to norm on the term inclusive, ask ourselves what 

this means for our students and families- both the learning experiences and outcomes- and 

collectively look internally to examine our visible and invisible practices. While this requires time, 

and time is not working on our side with us considering the commitment to our educators to 

provide them with a curriculum by fall 2023, I believe us not getting clear on inclusivity at many 

moments paused us from moving forward. 

         As shared earlier, there was a plan to hire a person to lead this work and a small team. While 

I believe this is necessary, the alignment of processes with the product should inform the quality 

and characteristics of the leader selected to spearhead the development of the curriculum. For 

example, during my residency, I engaged with leaders at Chicago Public Schools about their 

process for developing Skyline their recent curriculum reform effort to ensure teachers had 

culturally responsive learning materials to meet the needs of all their students. One of the leaders 

who spoke with me shared that particular mindsets and necessary skills or functions were 
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necessary to account for in leading and developing the vision of Skyline, which led to them creating 

a department that focused on the overlap of curriculum, instruction, and digital learning.  

As alluded to in the analysis, another challenge in the curriculum development process was 

Chancellor Porter's increasing number of expressed priorities. While this did not impede fiscal or 

budget support, this impacted how stakeholders wrapped themselves around the project regarding 

supporting implementation. Therefore, I believe it will be critical for Chancellor Banks and his 

incoming team to clarify their priorities and how curriculum reform folds into their more extensive 

theory of change for New York City Public Schools.  

         Finally, launching the initial phases of the Universal Mosaic Curriculum created the 

opportunity for fantastic learning for New York City Public Schools to anchor in reflecting and 

refining both the MVP and the approach moving forward. However, to truly lean into the learning, 

we will have to prioritize reflecting with stakeholders involved or more distant from the initial 

phases. Taking the time to reflect and norm could inhibit achieving the externally expressed goals 

for Fall 2023. Still, I believe it contributes to the Universal Mosaic Curriculum, providing curricula 

that ignite inclusive student experiences that are affirming and rigorous.  
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Implications for Sector 

I learned that curriculum innovation across the education sector is relatively minimal . 

However, research elevates that effective learning materials improve student outcomes, impact 

teacher practice, and are more cost-effective than other strategies to increase student outcomes. In 

addition, teachers across the education sector have shared that effective learning materials are one 

of their top five priorities when thinking about how to spend the funding and have named that less 

than 20 percent of learning materials align to standards (EdReports.org, 2019). To my 

understanding, the sample size of stakeholders willing to rethink the approach to curriculum 

development is relatively small. The analysis provides insights into challenges that other school 

systems may face regarding shifting their processes around curriculum development. However, 

some of these challenges are rooted in the standardized practices from vendors and operational 

constraints, procurement timelines, etc., instituted by policies that school systems are required to 

abide by to provide schools with the necessary support.  

While Baltimore City Public Schools and the Mississippi Department of Education have 

graciously shared their reflections and lessons learned through different avenues with the sector, 

there is a need to build a greater coalition and communities of practice on innovating curriculum. 

I do not believe this space is solely for school systems and state agencies to address. Still, we need 

to include vendors and stakeholders to develop policies that enable and constrain our partnerships' 

technical aspects.  

At the crux of the challenges to launching my strategic project were beliefs about the role 

of students, families, and community members in curriculum development. Implications of the 

COVID-19 pandemic have elevated the necessity for students, families, and community members 

to play a vital role in informing the student experience across the education sector. While leaders 
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across the sector continue to work aimlessly to ensure schools are both physically and emotionally 

safe and account for implications due to disrupted learning time, this has resulted in a high turnover 

of leaders across the system, accounting for classroom teachers, school building leaders, and 

systems leaders. One of the implications of turnover, specifically to leaders, is the sustainability 

of work that impacts the student experience. At a moment of instability in education, the sole 

constants are students, families, and community members. In this season of opportunity to rebuild 

an education system that serves every student well, the sector needs to consider the technical and 

adaptive shifts necessary to ensure students, families, and community members are formally and 

informally members of the authorizing environment. While I argued earlier in the capstone for 

being user-centered, I believe they can play a critical role in creating and sustaining effective 

systems and practices that empower students as learners.         

            The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic has primed the education system to shift 

structural and cultural systems that have inhibited education as surviving as a tool to support 

every student in writing their success narrative. One of the benefits of COVID-19 is forcing us as 

leaders to question our practices, mindsets, and beliefs about what constitutes expertise and 

effective practices. My final offering to the sector is to create space to question our practices and 

beliefs both internally and with various stakeholders.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

58 
 

Conclusion 

We set out on an ambitious vision to reform curricula across the largest school system in 

the nation by shifting our curriculum development process to one that partners with students, 

families, community members, and educators across the system. I recalled feeling hesitant about 

posing this workstream as my strategic project to Dr. Chen. My reluctance was primarily due to 

the newness of this nature of work to the sector and New York City Public Schools and a true 

sense of wanting to get it right. Dr. Nancy Gutierrez, from cohort 1, said to me that the best 

strategic projects do not have a solution at the onset. The unfamiliar nature of a participatory 

curriculum development strategy pushed my colleagues and me as learners. It also allowed me to 

understand established processes and reflect on what innovation can look like in New York City 

Public Schools.  

While there is uncertainty about what the Universal Mosaic Curriculum will provide 

schools or whether we will continue to leverage students, families, and community members as 

collaborators to design curricula. Many stakeholders who did not see value in leading with 

engagement have expressed the desire to align our future approach and deliverables for the 

Universal Mosaic Curriculum to the city-wide engagement's themes (see Appendix F: Universal 

Mosaic Curriculum Prevalent Themes-November 2021 Town Halls).  

As a Chief Academic Office (recently named Office of Teaching and Learning 

Opportunities), we now have a much clearer idea of how stakeholders define meaningful 

learning and specific items they may want to be a part of a meaningful learning experience. This 

information can help us bridge the gap between content experts and practitioners, more proximal 

to students, and ensure that schools' guidance meets their needs. But, more importantly, we 

proved that we could create space to do intentional, strategic outreach with those we aim to 
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support to strengthen school guidance and professional learning, ideally closing the disparities 

across student achievement.  

As we seek to leverage the context of COVID-19 to reimagine learning and ensure that 

each school serves as an avenue to liberate every student across New York City through rigorous 

instruction that eliminates the consistent disparities for our most vulnerable students, I pose that 

we determine how to ensure students and families are members of the authorizing environment , 

especially as it pertains to the core business of a school system- teaching and learning. I am 

grateful to have played a minute role in the scope of this work, and I am excited to see how it 

evolves.  
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Appendix A: Academic Recovery Plan Announcement-Universal Mosaic Curriculum  
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Appendix B: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Purpose Statement 
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Appendix C: Universal Mosaic CurriculumEngagement Process Internal Overview 
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Appendix D: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Engagement Town Hall Agenda 
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Appendix E: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Website Content Engagement
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Appendix F: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Prevalent Themes-November 2021 Town Halls 

Draft 
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Appendix G: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Strategy Overview, December 2021 
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Appendix H: Universal Mosaic Curriculum Town Hall Flyers-English 

 


