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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report details the recommendations generated by the Governor-appointed Common Core Task Force 
(CCTF) that was initiated through Executive Order 41 in March 2014. The Task Force was convened at the request 
of Governor Dannel P. Malloy based on feedback from educators and parents regarding the amount of change 
occurring in Connecticut’s classrooms. Much of this change stems from reform efforts included in the reauthori-
zation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). This Task Force was specifically charged to review 
state implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), study best practices in that implementation 
effort and make specific recommendations as to implementation improvements moving forward.

Through a series of workshop activities, the Task Force worked to develop recommendations that would provide a 
road map for educators, policy leaders, and community members to improve the process of state and district im-
plementation. The Task Force recommendations are grounded in the lessons learned regarding strong leadership, 
clear strategic planning, quality professional development, strong communication, and a continued commitment 
of state and local resources. These recommendations recognize the complex nature of change and the ongoing 
iterative process that must be the hallmark of effective and lasting change. 

The specific recommendations the Task Force generated fall under the umbrella of these five, broad recommenda-
tions. They address actions that can be taken by all stakeholders, including the Connecticut State Department of 
Education (CSDE), each individual school district and the community. These are recommended:

1. Develop clear and consistent knowledge of Common Core State Standards at the classroom, school, 
district and state level. This knowledge is defined as an awareness of the standards and an understanding 
of the associated changes in instruction that are required by shifting from the old standards to the new 
Common Core State Standards. In addition, this knowledge speaks to the development of leadership and 
importance of strategic planning necessary to implement the standards effectively.

2. Provide the necessary support and training to effectively transition the Common Core State Standards 
into district-defined curricula.

3. Support all teachers and instructional staff in developing the capacity to master the instructional shifts 
that the standards necessitate. Capacity building is frequently achieved through professional development, 
but also occurs through ongoing job-embedded activities, such as professional learning communities or 
time reserved for a focus on instructional improvement and change.

4. Engage all stakeholders in a rich dialogue regarding the Common Core State Standards that is marked by 
multiple points of interaction; jargon-free communication; and a commitment to keep teachers, parents 
and community members informed, knowledgeable and participating in the process.

5. Provide the necessary resources to support effective implementation of the Common Core State Standards 
across all state districts and schools. Resources defined in this recommendation are money, time, and 
technical support that are key and vital elements for educators to make an effective and positive transition 
to the standards.

These recommendations are intended to affirm and strengthen the good work currently happening in the state 
while providing a structure for districts that are not as far along with the transition to the new standards. The 
implementation of these standards is ongoing, and it is clear that collaboration among all stakeholders is necessary 
for success in our classrooms.

As a cornerstone principle of this work, the Task Force insisted on a child-centered approach to all Task Force 
discussions and decisions. As you review this report, we urge you to “remember why you started” and keep Con-
necticut kids front and center.
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 41

STATE OF CONNECTICUT

BY HIS EXCELLENCY

DANNEL P. MALLOY

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 41

WHEREAS, improving the education level of Connecticut’s population is a basic and fundamental obligation of 
state government;

WHEREAS, Connecticut’s economic growth depends upon a well-educated workforce, prepared for the challenges 
of a global economy; 

WHEREAS, Connecticut has one of the widest and most persistent educational achievement gaps in the nation;

WHEREAS, providing a quality education for students requires rigorous instruction and a wide range of experienc-
es, benchmarked to college and career readiness standards, from kindergarten through 12th grade;

WHEREAS, in May 2009, Connecticut Governor M. Jodi Rell and Education Commissioner Mark McQuillan 
signed a memorandum of agreement on the Common Core State Standards and the State Board of Education passed 
a resolution to adopt such standards on July 7, 2010; 

WHEREAS, the Performance Evaluation Advisory Council allowed school districts to exclude the Smarter 
Balanced assessment from teacher evaluations for the school years 2013–14 and 2014–15, and the State Department 
of Education requested a waiver allowing for flexibility from federal education requirements on February 28, 2014;

WHEREAS, the State of Connecticut has committed funds to support professional development and investments in 
new technology in order to help school districts prepare for implementation of the Common Core State Standards;

WHEREAS, Connecticut teachers and education professionals have raised legitimate concerns that preparations 
for the implementation of Common Core State Standards and the incorporation of Common Core State Standards 
into the teaching curriculum have been uneven across the state; and,

WHEREAS, I respect and understand the concerns raised by Connecticut teachers and education professionals and 
believe that the implementation of Common Core State Standards can be improved by establishing a task-force to 
share lessons-learned, and that Connecticut teachers and students alike will benefit;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, DANNEL P. MALLOY, Governor of the State of Connecticut, by virtue of the power and 
authority vested in me by the Constitution and by the Statutes of the State of Connecticut do hereby ORDER AND 
DIRECT:

1. There is established an Educators’ Common Core Implementation Taskforce (the Taskforce), composed 
of education professionals and other stakeholders, that shall examine gaps in existing common core im-
plementation at the school, district and state level, and identify opportunities to share best practices across 
schools and school districts.

2. The Taskforce will be administered through the Office of the Governor and the Office of the Governor and 
the State Department of Education will jointly provide staffing support. 
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3. The Taskforce shall:

a. Identify challenges and gaps in Common Core preparation and make recommendations for improv-
ing the quality and consistency of Common Core implementation efforts;

b. Consider ways to advance the translation of Common Core State Standards into curricula; 
c. Consider ways to strengthen the professional development opportunities available to classroom 

teachers and school leaders;
d. Identify and highlight best practices and lessons learned by teachers, schools and school districts 

across the state and nation; and
e. Deliver recommendations on how Common Core implementation can be improved to the Governor, 

the General Assembly and the State Board of Education no later than June 30, 2014 for the 2014–15 
school year.

4. The Taskforce shall be comprised of 25 individuals as follows:

a. Twelve practicing teachers or education professionals who teach in elementary, middle or high 
school, and represent the geographic diversity of Connecticut,

b. Four principals from either an elementary, middle or high school, and represent the geographic 
diversity of Connecticut,

c. Four Superintendents or district curriculum leaders,
d. Two parents, each from a different school district within Connecticut,
e. Two members of local boards of education, each from a different school district, and 
f. The Chief Academic Officer of the State Department of Education.

5. The Governor shall appoint two co-chairs of the taskforce from among its membership.

6. The Taskforce shall terminate no later than June 30, 2014. 

This Order shall take effect immediately.

Dated at Hartford, Connecticut this ____day of March, 2014.

____________________________________________

Dannel P. Malloy
Governor

By His Excellency’s Order

____________________________________________

Denise Merrill 
Secretary of the State
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TASK FORCE OVERVIEW

Common Core State Standards Definition/Background
The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are expectations of what students should know and be able to do at 
each grade level. These college- and career-ready standards were drafted by experts and teachers from across the 
country and are designed to ensure that students are prepared for today’s entry-level careers, freshman-level college 
courses and workforce training programs. 

The standards were developed under the leadership of governors and chief state school officers with participation 
from 48 states. The process included the involvement of state departments of education, districts, teachers, commu-
nity leaders, experts in a wide array of fields and professional educator organizations. 

The Common Core focuses on developing the critical-thinking, problem-solving and analytical skills students will 
need to be successful. The standards also provide a way for teachers to measure student progress throughout the 
school year and ensure that students are on track to meet grade-level expectations. The Common Core is not a 
curriculum but a standards-based approach to measuring student growth on the K–12 continuum of learning that 
emphasizes the importance of learning concepts and skills. 

The Connecticut State Board of Education adopted the standards on July 7, 2010. Following adoption, the Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE), local boards of education, school administrators and teachers have worked 
together in the process of implementing these standards in Connecticut’s classrooms. These efforts include major 
legislation to support school reform and funding, the reorganization of the CSDE, the revision of local district curric-
ulum to align to the Common Core State Standards, and significant training and support programming for teachers. 
While these significant efforts across the state must be recognized and celebrated, much work remains to be done.

Task Force Rationale
In response to concerns voiced by stakeholder groups, the Task Force was charged with the responsibility to 
develop recommendations that would serve as a resource and guide to the state, school administrators, teachers 
and parents to improve and build on current practice of implementation. To this end, the Task Force focused its 
work on a careful review of implementation practices that had been enacted following the July 2010 adoption. 
To ensure the development of comprehensive, actionable recommendations to improve implementation in the 
coming school year, the work and discussion focused deliberately and exclusively on the implementation of the 
standards across Connecticut per the charge of the Governor’s Executive Order 41. Task Force members actively 
participated, listened with respect, focused on solutions and, most importantly, were driven by doing what is best 
for Connecticut’s children. Throughout Task Force meetings, conversation and discussion focused on both the 
strengths and gaps of implementation with a desire to replicate what works throughout the state.

Task Force Selection 
Following the guidelines set forth in Executive Order 41, a diverse team of parents, teachers, principals, superintendents, 
board of education members and state department representation was selected through the Office of the Governor 
with the purpose of closely examining Connecticut’s process of implementing the Common Core State Standards. This 
team was selected through recommendations made by various stakeholder groups across the state. These stakeholder 
groups included the Connecticut Parent Teacher Association (CT-PTA), the American Federation of Teachers-
Connecticut (AFT-CT), the Connecticut Education Association (CEA), the Connecticut Association of Public School 
Superintendents (CAPSS), the Connecticut Association of Boards of Education (CABE), the Connecticut Association of 
School Administrators (CASA), the Connecticut Association of School Librarians (CASL), the Connecticut Teacher of 
the Year Council and the Connecticut State Department of Education. Through its diversity, the Task Force intentionally 
represented an extensive and collective knowledge of standards implementation from 21 different school districts in 
Connecticut with vast experience critical to identifying implementation strengths and concerns from the ground level.
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TASK FORCE PROCESS

Overview of Process

Beginning in March 2014 and continuing into June, the Task Force engaged in a weekly series of meetings (10) that 
were designed to promote investigation, discussion, analysis and an actionable plan to improve implementation. 
Included in the process was a focus on capturing community and educator understanding and knowledge. The Task 
Force also hosted visiting school teams representing four local districts within the state to share best practices re-
garding CCSS implementation. These presentations were viewed through the lens of how these successful structures 
could be brought to scale and to better understand missteps, implementation flaws and lessons learned moving for-
ward. Beyond the presenting districts, the Task Force also sent visiting teams to three districts within the state with 
the continued goal of identifying “what was going well” and “what might be done better.” Finally, the Task Force 
reviewed implementation data collected in surveys, including one by AFT-CT/CEA, and one by CAPSS. With this 
collection of data (both quantitative and qualitative), the Task Force developed a series of recommendations de-
signed to improve and enhance the implementation of the college- and career-ready standards across Connecticut.

Task Force Actions

Core to the premise and mis-
sion of the Task Force was the 
belief that through the eyes of 
practitioners, implementation 
of the standards could be im-
proved and made more effi-
cient for educators, students 
and parents. As part of this 
fact-finding mission designed 
to lead to meaningful recom-
mendations, the Task Force 
engaged in multiple activities 
intended to develop a data set 
that represented the “eyes on 
the ground.”
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Initial Gap Analysis

The 25 Task Force members, representing 21 different school districts and the Connecticut State Department of 
Education, incorporated lessons learned from their own districts, guest presenters and from the state to conduct 
a gap analysis of the implementation process. The Task Force members constructed a timeline of implementation 
steps within their own districts and matched it with a timeline of state actions the CSDE provided. Several gaps 
emerged as a result of the analysis:

1. The state’s actions to implement the Common Core State Standards and the actions taken by some dis-
tricts to implement were not always in sync. The state adopted the standards in July 2010 and immediately 
began working on suggested English language arts and mathematics curriculum with content experts and 
began the professional development transition. While some districts began their curriculum writing in 
2011, many waited until 2012 with the process continuing well into 2014. The CSDE continues to spon-
sor the design of Common Core-aligned curriculum and professional development; however, individual 
districts are implementing new curriculum and professional development at varying paces.

2. Significant variance exists among districts in their preparedness for the standards and in their adoption 
of best practices exhibited by many of the most successful districts. While successful districts began to 
undertake the transition early, other districts have followed different timelines regarding their imple-
mentation of the new college- and career-ready standards. Some districts have taken advantage of new 
resources through a variety of sources, such as grants, state funding and local budget support, while others 
have worked within existing resources to prepare for the standards. That variance in preparedness, plan-
ning and resources has resulted in the unevenness that the Task Force observed in district adoption of the 
standards. 

3. While successful districts benefited from established benchmarks and strategic plans mapped out over 
several years, the realization of uniform implementation would have benefited from a strong, bench-
marked implementation plan provided by the state.

4. Through a survey commissioned by both teachers’ unions, AFT-CT and CEA, their members expressed 
concerns about the lack of time that they had to learn, develop and implement the new standards since 
they were adopted. Teachers expressed a desire for more examples, guides and preparation time to devel-
op units and lessons. In addition, they expressed a desire for more school-based instructional support and 
training on the new standards. Again, wide variance emerged across the state between teachers in districts 
with resources allocated for Common Core State Standards and those with fewer available resources. 

5. The successful introduction of a new, comprehensive set of grade-level expectations requires clear, con-
sistent communication. The communication effort between the state and local districts and between local 
districts and their communities has room to improve. Strong, continuous communication between suc-
cessful districts and their teachers, support staff, students, parents and communities was crucial to their 
success. The state also engaged in ongoing communication efforts with educators and district leaders, but 
did not fully realize the potential of their position to support the districts’ efforts to raise public awareness 
regarding the new college- and career-ready standards in their local communities.
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TASK FORCE LOGIC FRAMEWORK

One of the major structures developed early in the Task Force process was a logic framework designed to provide 
the Task Force with a tool to organize data, guide analysis and provide a starting point for developing recommen-
dations. The logic framework outlined five specific categories called “buckets” that were designed to center our 
conversations and provide a clear framework for our pending recommendations. The Task Force Logic Frame-
work was used throughout the three-month process to ground and facilitate Task Force member discussions and 
provide a foundation for all Task Force activities.

 

• Knowledge of the Common Core State Standards is a prerequisite to successful implementation of the stan-
dards at the classroom, school, district and state level. The Task Force prioritized this bucket with the under-
standing that successful implementation stemmed from a clear understanding of the standards. Knowledge 
of the Common Core State Standards is defined as awareness of their content and an understanding of the 
associated changes in instruction and materials that support the implementation of the standards. In addition, 
knowledge of the standards was also determined by closely examining a district’s commitment and strength in 
leadership as evidenced by strategic implementation planning.

• Curriculum Writing and Integration of the Common Core at the Local Level is an essential implementa-
tion function of any set of academic standards. The Task Force closely reviewed this bucket by looking at the 
process and progress of local districts to revise and rewrite their curriculum documents in alignment with the 
new college- and career-ready standards. In Connecticut, curriculum is developed and approved at the district 
level. New standards in any academic discipline prompt a realignment and possible revision of district curric-
ulum in that area. Curriculum is the plan for what students will learn and how teachers will help them learn 
it. Curriculum documents generally organize the learning into yearlong plans. Yearlong curriculum plans are 
frequently organized into units of instruction. Teachers design lesson plans based on these yearlong plans and 
instructional units to deliver the curriculum on a daily basis.

The five “buckets” were 
created based on the  
following categories: 
Knowledge of the Common 
Core State Standards, 
Curriculum Writing and 
Integration of the Common 
Core at the Local Level, 
Developing Instructional 
Competencies, Community 
Engagement and Resource 
Commitment.

Knowledge  
of the CCSS

Curriculum  
Writing/ 
Integration at 
the Local Level

Development 
of Instructional  
Competencies

Community  
Engagement

Resource  
Commitment

The process 

of developing 

state, district 

or community 

understanding  

of the CCSS

The process 

of moving the 

CCSS into district 

curriculum 

documents

The process of 

training teachers 

to teach to the 

standards of 

CCSS (instruction)

The process 

of engaging 

community 

stakeholders 

in CCSS 

implementation

The resources 

committed by 

both the State 

Department 

of Education 

and districts to 

implement  

the CCSS
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• Developing Instructional Competencies is necessary for implementing Common Core State Standards with 
fidelity across Connecticut classrooms. This bucket provided an opportunity for the Task Force to look closely 
at the districts’ efforts to build the capacity of their staff to master the required instructional shifts that the 
standards necessitate. Capacity building is frequently achieved through professional development, but also 
occurs through ongoing job-embedded activities, such as data-focused instructional teams or time reserved 
for instructional improvement and change.

• Community Engagement is a necessary focus for the implementation of any change in our schools. This 
bucket allowed the Task Force to look closely at how a district engaged each stakeholder during the imple-
mentation process. Community engagement speaks to the efforts of an organization to keep stakeholders 
informed, knowledgeable and participating in the process. An engaged, informed and focused community is 
a critical asset to improving outcomes for our students and supporting our teachers and leaders. An engaged 
community provides support for its teachers, students, staff and administrators, thereby greatly increasing the 
likelihood of successful outcomes.

• Resource Commitment provides a focus on the state, district and local stakeholder commitments in terms of 
providing the finances, staff, time and materials necessary to support effective implementation. This bucket 
allowed the Task Force to carefully review how resources were identified, sought out, accessed and deployed 
throughout the implementation process across the state.

TASK FORCE LESSONS LEARNED

Over the three-month period of Task Force meetings, rich discussions, information collection and analysis, the 
Task Force members had a unique opportunity to learn many valuable lessons regarding the characteristics of 
successful implementation across the state since the adoption of the new standards in 2010. As the Task Force per-
formed its Initial Gap Analysis, a significant level of variance across the state in terms of implementation effective-
ness was clearly noted. In response to this lesson, the Task Force focused its attention on districts that had been 
successful vs. less successful over the past three years to understand best practices better. The Task Force is fully 
aware that the focus and scope of this Task Force did not include a detailed study of why other districts did not 
find success. However, the Task Force’s goal was to carefully examine the roadmaps that successful districts pro-
vided and to develop actionable recommendations that could bring these spotlighted areas to scale and consisten-
cy in districts across the state. With this lens, the Task Force lessons learned captures similarities between districts 
that can provide the state with an example of how a district might act to improve efficiency for implementation of 
the new standards. It should be noted that while the Task Force made an effort to cast a wide net of observation 
across the state in terms of geographic location, demographic conditions and district size, these lessons learned do 
not tell the story of every school district. These lessons learned, vetted through a variety of discussions and angles, 
provide an important and summative story for Connecticut as we look toward the next steps of implementation.

The lessons learned, organized into larger categories below, were gathered from membership input, best-practice 
presentations, team observations from local district visits and from the qualitative surveys’ data points. The Task 
Force urges policymakers, educators and all stakeholders to review the lessons learned carefully with the mindset 
of “success breeds success.” These lessons, presented in the format of “what matters,” speak to successful imple-
mentation and beg for further steps to be taken to reduce the variance that was evident across the state. By learn-
ing from each other and working to bring “good ideas to scale,” Connecticut will unleash expertise, innovation 
and the technical competence needed to accomplish this substantial shift.
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Leadership Matters

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation all had strong leadership at both the district and school 
level. This leadership was characterized by a commitment to the standards and the technical capacity to lead its 
schools towards the shifts and changes necessary to make sure the standards became a part of the school com-
munity culture. Strong leaders included superintendents, principals and teachers who possessed both a devel-
oped understanding of the standards and clarity of vision to support the work needed to get the job done. Strong 
leadership was demonstrated through articulated and strategic district/school plans for implementation; coherent, 
ongoing communication to all stakeholders; and a willingness to adjust and maintain flexibility when changes 
needed to be made. Strong leadership involved teachers, built stakeholder ownership and developed a systematic 
approach to the work necessary for successful implementation. Strong leaders got on board early and stayed the 
course through challenges.

Strategic Planning Matters

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation all developed strategic plans that carefully addressed all 
aspects of the work. These plans specifically addressed each of the “buckets” of the Task Force Logic Framework 
and provided a scripted roadmap for district staff to follow. The plans all included a sequential “phase in” process 
where specific actions were taken, benchmarks established and pace determined. The plans also included referenc-
es to how resources would be procured and applied to support district work. Central to the plans was an emphasis 
on the development of district capacity for college- and career-ready standards implementation. Most often men-
tioned was high-quality professional development in a variety of formats, but usually including “Common Core 
Specialists/Coaches” that provided district staff with professional learning opportunities during the school day. 
Strategic plans included a dynamic plan to communicate shifts and changes to a variety of stakeholders, includ-
ing teachers, parents, students and the larger community. Finally, the strategic plans all showed a commitment to 
flexibility and continual adjustment based on unknown or previously determined conditions. This commitment to 
remaining nimble in the face of challenge was cited as a major strength to the success of district strategic plans.

Professional Development Matters

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation all shared a stakeholder-wide commitment to improving 
and growing staff capacity at all levels. From successful districts, it was noted that significant time and resources 
were devoted to developing an understanding of the standards, as well as working with teachers specifically to ad-
just to the shifts needed in daily classroom instruction. Professional development in successful districts included a 
commitment to working with the CSDE, outside partners and internal experts to carefully map out the implemen-
tation plan prior to moving ahead. Professional development typically followed the format of developing leader-
ship teams within the district and then using these teams to train the entire staff. In addition, successful districts 
invested significant resources in professional development positions, such as “Instructional Specialists, Common 
Core Coaches or Theme Coaches.” Teacher sabbaticals or significant release time were also provided to allow the 
necessary time, focus and quality of skills to help all district staff manage the change. On a logistical side, while all 
districts demonstrated an insistence on finding time for staff to learn, collaborate and work together, there was 
variance and uniqueness in the manner in which this time was reserved. To this end, some districts used time in 
the school day, after school, on weekends or during the summer to ensure that their staff received both the knowl-
edge and the know-how to execute the standards successfully. 
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Communication Matters

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation of the new standards all shared an advanced awareness and 
prioritization for the importance of communication with stakeholders regarding the adoption and implementa-
tion of the standards. Of note, in the collected notes from best-practice presentations, the common quote of “we 
made an effort to communicate throughout the process and that is why we have not experienced widespread re-
sistance,” was captured in nearly all presentations. Communication plans from successful districts focused first on 
communicating internally within the district, and then each included an external focus that engaged the board of 
education, parents, policy leaders, business community, senior community, etc., and, most importantly, students. 
Channels for communication across districts varied based on resources and availability, but all included the trends 
of mass communication and individual communication. Internally, successful districts prioritized the importance 
of the educator voice, valued their input and feedback on the adoption and implementation of the standards and 
meaningfully engaged teachers in “the work.” For external communication, districts spent considerable time 
developing materials to educate parents both through workshops, “Parent Academies,” or school-based events 
through mediums and in languages that made this communication accessible to all parents in the district. In all 
districts, a pattern of transparency, customer service, and a method to provide accurate information to incorpo-
rate all stakeholders and get buy-in from parents and the community were critical factors to their success. 

Time Matters

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation of the standards all devoted enough time for teachers to 
learn, develop and implement the standards in their classrooms. These districts provided time for teachers to 
prepare units and lessons individually, working with fellow teachers and with the support of coaches and designat-
ed curriculum writers. School-based instructional support and training for all staff was found to be most helpful. 
Teachers felt that they benefited the most when provided time to work with other teachers at their grade level as 
well as those teaching the grades immediately preceding and following theirs. Successful districts found a variety 
of ways to provide the necessary time for the development of these important instructional competencies. Districts 
provided early release days, late start days and paid time during the summer for curriculum writing, professional 
development and teacher collaboration. The Task Force learned that it is equally important for administrators and 
principals to have dedicated time for professional development to best support those that they work with in imple-
menting the standards. Finally, successful districts also benefited from time investments made by parents and oth-
er community members. In successful districts, students, parents and the community took the time to learn about 
the standards. In one district, administrators solicited student and parent time in reviewing curriculum based on 
the standards, and their feedback enriched curriculum implementation. The business community, local leaders 
and seniors gave their time to learn about the changes taking place in classrooms and engaged in a dialogue about 
what was important from their point of view. 

Resources Matter

Districts that demonstrated successful implementation all shared a commitment to the procurement and alloca-
tion of resources to support implementation of the standards. These resources, described as financial, technical 
assistance and beneficial partnerships, provided the backbone and necessary support for districts to implement 
the changes in this initiative. The successful districts demonstrated a clear understanding that this change would 
require additional funding, assistance and partnerships that their standard operating business did not require. In 
light of this shared understanding, all districts mapped out a strategic budget to seek and deploy resources that 
supported their aforementioned strategic plan. A wide variety of examples emerged from Task Force members’ 
feedback and best-practice presentations regarding resource acquisition. These examples ranged from reallo-
cations of the local budget, significant grant funding and the use of state funding through the Alliance District 
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grants. Resources supported a variety of procurements including materials that would align to the standards, 
professional development, additional staffing and technology needed to deploy the new state assessment system. 
In purchasing resources, multiple districts urged caution in the purchase of new “Common Core-aligned” mate-
rials and felt it more relevant to have staff develop and build the needed resources. Finally, successful districts all 
demonstrated various ways to leverage resources to support implementation with an emphasis on various funding 
sources. These districts demonstrated a shared commitment of district and local policy leaders to make the invest-
ment necessary to accomplish the district’s strategic goals. 

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation Overview

The Task Force developed recommendations based on evidence gathered from its members, their study of effec-
tive practices in Connecticut school districts, and the surveys AFT-CT/CEA and CAPSS provided on teacher and 
superintendent perceptions, respectively. The recommendations are organized in alignment with the Logic Frame-
work and are intended to provide educators and policymakers with a concrete structure for decisions regarding 
next steps in supporting successful implementation.

Task Force Recommendation Criteria

As a guide for developing quality recommendations, the Task Force developed recommendation criteria, through 
consensus, that was used to measure and weigh the recommendations that were developed. The Task Force felt 
strongly that all quality and meaningful recommendations must be evidence based, actionable, inclusive of all 
stakeholders and measurable. By challenging and refining all recommendations to meet these criteria, the Task Force 
believes that the following recommendations provide a clear path forward for implementation of the new standards.

Task Force recommendations regarding implementation of the Common Core State Standards must be:

Evidence Based 

Recommendations must 
stem from an identified 
challenge/concern 
in implementation 
substantiated by data.

Actionable

Recommendations must 
be obtainable, actionable, 
and grounded in solid 
educational practice. 
Recommendations must 
be specific and targeted. 
Recommendations must 
be sustainable over time.

Inclusive of All  
Stakeholders 

Recommendations must 
include opportunities for 
participation by multiple 
stakeholder groups. 
Recommendations 
must focus and provide 
solutions that improve 
learning for students. 

Measurable 

Recommendations must 
be measurable in regard 
to their effectiveness. 
Recommendations 
must provide a clear 
deliverable/measure 
regarding their long-term 
impact/success. 

Data
Collection

Data
Organization

Data
Analysis

Data
Reorganization

Data-based
Recommendation
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Task Force Recommendations

1
Develop clear and consistent knowledge of Common Core State Standards at the classroom, 
school, district and state level. This knowledge is defined as an awareness of the standards and 
an understanding of the associated changes in instruction that are required by this shift. In 
addition, this knowledge speaks to the development of leadership and importance of strategic 
planning necessary to implement the standards effectively.

CSDE

• Provide clear and consistent messaging and information for districts and communities 
regarding the standards through a variety of channels (professional development workshops, 
print, media and digital platforms).

• Develop and fund differentiated leadership-training modules, including the use of digital 
platforms that incorporate various stakeholder groups (superintendents, principals, teachers, 
school governance leaders, etc.) that focus on developing skills and abilities for effective 
standards implementation.

District

• Develop comprehensive, strategic, coherent and time-bound implementation plans that 
include benchmarks, deliverables and plans for differentiated professional development and 
communication to all stakeholders.

• Provide professional development for district and school leaders and teachers on both the 
knowledge base of the standards as well as the skills required to develop a strategic action plan 
for district implementation.

• Engage students, where age appropriate, regarding how the standards have affected their 
learning and how districts can better support this transition.

Community • Community members should be encouraged to attend and participate in state- and district-
provided workshops that deliver information about the standards.

2 Provide the necessary support and training to effectively transition the Common Core State 
Standards into district-defined curricula. 

CSDE

• Provide multiple opportunities for districts to collaborate and share best practices in terms of 
developing standards-aligned curriculum. These opportunities should include both traditional 
professional development workshops and online learning. Provide and continuously expand an 
online library of Common Core-aligned units/lessons that can provide models for teacher use 
across content areas.

• Provide funding and guidance for consultation at the district level to support the revision and 
development of standards-aligned curriculum. 

District

• Ensure that curriculum maps are vertically and horizontally aligned to standards and developed 
with the collaboration of all stakeholders. Create (or adopt) district-specific standards-aligned 
curriculum and corresponding assessments, paying close attention to learning progressions 
across grade levels.

• Engage teacher voice in a needs assessment of current curricular alignment to standards as well 
as develop a plan for next-step revisions and improvements. This may include the identification 
and establishment of exemplar certified Connecticut teacher-leaders to write standards-aligned 
curriculum and standards-based assessments at the district level.

• Engage in shared collaborative discussions with other districts in curriculum review and 
development.



Report of the Educators’ Common Core Implementation Task Force14

Community

• Inform and engage the community in learning about the new standards and the instructional 
shifts involved in those standards.

• Enable students to participate in a variety of opportunities to showcase their learning aligned 
with standards with parents, teachers, principals, administrators and members of the school 
community.

3
Support all teachers and instructional staff in developing the capacity to master the instructional 
shifts that the Common Core State Standards necessitate. Capacity building is frequently 
achieved through professional development, but also occurs through ongoing job-embedded 
activities, such as professional learning communities or time reserved for a focus on instructional 
improvement and change.

CSDE

• Appropriate funding for differentiated, high-quality professional development as determined 
by each district’s Professional Development and Evaluation Committee. This professional 
development should include a series of modules for teachers focused on the required 
instructional shifts of the standards and be provided across the state at multiple times and 
venues.

• Provide training and support for the development of an instructional coaching model 
throughout the state that provides the resources, training and funding for staffing of exemplar 
certified Connecticut teachers who can support colleagues to build instructional competencies 
related to implementing the standards.

District

• Create multiphase professional development plans that reflect a commitment to ongoing, 
differentiated professional development based on individual district needs. These professional 
development plans may emphasize job-embedded instruction, collaborative sharing and 
opportunities for peer-to-peer interaction, both vertically and horizontally aligned, along with 
other research-based strategies.

• Develop and pursue talent-development strategies that support instructional leaders within the 
district. This talent-development strategy may include implementing an instructional coaching 
model within K–12 schools.

Community • Inform and encourage community members to use tools and resources provided by teachers, 
schools, districts and the state to support learning outside of school.

4
Engage all stakeholders in a rich dialogue regarding the Common Core State Standards that is marked 
by multiple points of interaction; jargon-free communication; and a commitment to keep teachers, 
parents and community members informed, knowledgeable and participating in the process.

CSDE

• Invest in a comprehensive communication plan designed to inform, clarify and educate 
Connecticut on the rationale behind the standards as well as current implementation steps. 
This communication plan should provide a toolkit to districts for best practices in engaging 
the community and provide clear and concise communication for communities. The 
communication plan should provide clear, jargon-free and customer-friendly communications 
about the standards in multiple languages.

• Provide a state-level umbrella and organization for efforts made to support implementation of 
the standards that provides a way to access areas of best practice. This umbrella would provide 
educators and local districts with a clear sense of what was going on within the state and align 
efforts without duplication. This umbrella would provide opportunities for the CSDE, local 
school districts and teacher groups to work together to ensure effective implementation.
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District

• Employ active community engagement strategies with all members of the school community 
as defined by students, parents, business community and senior citizens. In this communication 
strategy, multiple venues and channels should be used to ease accessibility and improve 
outreach. Communication strategies may include college- and career-ready standards 
workshops, parent academies, media engagement, presentations to business community 
leaders and forums to better understand community concerns or questions. Communication 
must be clear, jargon free as well as provided in multiple languages. 

• Engage students, where age appropriate, with teachers regarding their perceptions and 
understanding of the standards in classroom activities. Students should be an active voice for 
districts and schools in how the process of implementation can continue to be improved.

Community • Parents and community members should be encouraged to attend events and seek 
engagement with district leaders to build understanding of the standards.

5
Provide the necessary resources to support effective implementation of the Common 
Core State Standards across all state districts and schools. Resources defined in this 
recommendation are money, time and technical support that are key and vital elements for 
educators to make an effective and positive transition to the Common Core State Standards.

CSDE

• Continue and expand funding for implementation of the standards at the district level. This 
support could mirror the process developed in the Alliance District grant process of conditional 
funding. 

• Continue to provide and fund a variety of opportunities for staff to convene and receive 
professional development, including funding the use of digital platforms, libraries, summer 
institutes and webinars to enhance collaboration and sharing.

• Provide technical assistance to districts to ensure necessary time is allotted, first, during 
the school day and, second, outside of school hours for writing curriculum and developing 
instructional competencies for standards implementation.

• Provide districts with vetted recommendations for standards-aligned resources (textbooks/
programs).

District

• Support standards implementation by continuing to access both operating-budget funding 
as well as using state and private grant opportunities. Prioritize standards implementation in 
the local budget process and develop a clear district strategy for how funding will enhance 
implementation.

• Analyze and review current building schedules and focus on finding ways to increase 
teacher opportunities to engage in high-quality professional development and peer-to-peer 
collaboration. Focus on the use of time first within the school day and second beyond the 
school day as opportunities for staff to engage and participate in implementation. These 
opportunities should include cross-grade and cross-curriculum collaboration.

Community

• Communities should be keenly aware of the financial impact on their district in order to support 
the district and its effort to target funding toward standards implementation. This support could 
be demonstrated during the local district budget process by supporting programming, staffing 
and resources needed to support effective standards implementation.
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CONCLUSION

Change is challenging; however, change is the promise of something new, something hopeful and something 
bright for the future of our children. In the face of change, Connecticut is moving forward, committed to the pro-
cess of making good great, and better the best. We are resolute in our core belief that under the stressors of differ-
ence, we all do our best work when we are working together. Guided by this important principle, our 25-member 
Task Force crafted these recommendations to ensure a continued, thoughtful and coherent implementation of the 
Common Core State Standards.

We believe our recommendations serve as a next step in the ongoing journey for our state as we continue to move 
forward, making progress and working hard to improve the lives of our children. We recognize that our document 
is neither the beginning nor the end, but rather a small piece of the continuum of learning that makes our state a 
leader in our great country. In light of this acknowledgment, we recognize that future work and focus (outside the 
charge of our Task Force) needs to occur to help and support children and educators. We embrace and celebrate 
how far we have come—we know the next step awaits. 

Next Steps

As Connecticut continues to grow, improve and succeed, more work and learning needs to be done by all stake-
holders in the areas of the Common Core State Standards implementation, specifically in their relation to the 
following:

• Instructional support necessary for students with special needs to access the standards

• Developmentally appropriate instructional strategies and standards to engage students of all grade levels 

• Formative and summative assessment, including Smarter Balanced Assessments

• Simultaneous and interdependent initiatives, such as teacher evaluation

• Continuing evaluation of the standards

This document will be shared with policy leaders, superintendents, principals, educators and the community 
and viewed in the spirit in which it was written through both effective implementation and appropriate funding. 
This document will help continue this important work and foster collaborative partnerships and communication 
throughout the state. 

We hope that the children we represent speak loudly through this document and encourage us all to keep their 
future front and center.
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APPENDIX 1 

Survey of American Federation of Teachers-Connecticut (AFT-CT)  
and Connecticut Education Association (CEA) members
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Priorities And Concerns 
Among Connecticut 

Teachers Responsible For 
Implementing CCSS 
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Research Design  

 Survey of 500 CEA & 100 AFT-CT members who are 
responsible for implementing Common Core State 
Standards: 
 Data weighted to match population distribution of school level 

among CT Teachers (58% Elementary, 19% Middle School, 
23% High School)  

 Data weighted to reflect balance of CEA & AFT implementers 
(79% CEA & 21% AFT) 

 9 minutes in length. 

 Margin of error is +/-4.0% 

 Fielded April 3-8 (CEA) and April 29-30 (AFT), 2014 
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Teachers Are Concerned About Many Aspects Of CCSS;  
Most Concerned About Having Enough Time 

All Members 

Very 
serious 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

Somewhat 
serious 

Slight Not 

…the professional learning and training opportunities available to you to help learn, develop, and 
implement common core standards? 

…support and materials — such as adequate technology for assessment, and curriculum unit or lesson 
plan examples and guides — available to you to help learn, develop, and implement common core 
standards? 

How would you characterize the… 
…amount of time that you have to adequately learn, develop, and implement common core standards? 

Concern 

82% 

…the professional learning and training opportunities available to you to help learn, develop, and 
implement common core standards? 

81% 

78% 

…support and materials — such as adequate technology for assessment, and curriculum unit or lesson 
plan examples and guides — available to you to help learn, develop, and implement common core 
standards? 
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Teachers In Towns With Lower Wealth Are Much More 
Concerned About All Aspects Of Implementing CCSS 

Town Wealth Factor (from member list) 

<54K 

54+K 

<54K 

54+K 

<54K 

54+K 

Very 
serious 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

Somewhat 
serious 

Slight Not 

…the professional learning and training opportunities available to you to help learn, develop, and 
implement common core standards? 

…support and materials — such as adequate technology for assessment, and curriculum unit or lesson 
plan examples and guides — available to you to help learn, develop, and implement CCS? 

How would you characterize the… 
…amount of time that you have to adequately learn, develop, and implement common core standards? 

Concern 

Lower Town Wealth (58%) 
Higher Town Wealth (42%) 
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Of The Ways In Which Time To Implement CCSS Can Be a 
Factor, Time To Prepare Units & Lessons Is Most Important 

Question 

More time for teachers to learn the standards 

Q6. Which of these four aspects of the implementation of common core standards 
do you consider to be most/2nd/3rd/least important? 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

More time to prepare the scope and sequence of the new curricular framework 

More time to prepare units and lessons 

More time to collaborate with colleagues about incorporating the standards into instruction 

Least 
important 

3rd most 
important 

2nd most 
important 

Most 
important 

More time for teachers to learn the standards 

More time to prepare the scope and sequence of the new curricular framework 

More time to collaborate with colleagues about incorporating the standards into instruction 
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Of Teachers Responsible For Implementing Both Math & 
ELA, 2/3 Say The Time Needed Is Equally An Issue For Both 

Question 

Q7.  Is the time needed for implementation of common core state standards more 
of an issue for the Math standards, the ELA standards, or is it equal for both? 

Both 

Math 

ELA 

Asked only of teachers who are responsible for implementing both math and ELA CCSS. 
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Most Important Materials & Support: More/Better Curriculum 
Unit & Lesson Plan Examples; Guides For Teachers 

Question 

Q8. Which of these three types of materials and support needed for implementation 
of common core standards is the most/2nd most/least important? 

More or better curriculum unit and lesson plan examples and guides for teachers 

Better technology to administer the computer-based assessments 

Least 
important 

2nd most 
important 

Most 
important 

An effective district communication plan so that parents and communities receive information about 
the changes in standards and their impact on schools and students 
An effective district communication plan so that parents and communities receive information about 
the changes in standards and their impact on schools and students 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

Better technology to administer the computer-based assessments 
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For Most Important Professional Learning: More School-
Based Instructional Support & Training For New Standards  

Question 

b. Training to administer the computer-based assessments 

Q9. How important is each of these priorities for implementing common core 
standards for you? 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

a. More school-based instructional support & training for teachers to learn how to teach new standards 

c. Opportunities to participate in out-of-district activities to learn how to teach the new standards 

Somewhat 
important 

Very 
important 

Topmost 
important 

Not 
important 

b. Training to administer the computer-based assessments 

c. Opportunities to participate in out-of-district activities to learn how to teach the new standards 
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Teachers Divide Over Unit/Plan Examples & Guides, Time, & 
Support & Training; Plurality See Former As Most Important 

Question 

More or better instructional support and training for teachers to learn how to teach the new standards 

Q10. Which of these three needs for learning, developing, and implementing 
common core standards is the most/ 2nd most/ least important? 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

More or better curriculum unit and lesson plan examples and guides for teachers 

More time to learn, develop, and implement the new standards 

Least 
important 

2nd most 
important 

Most 
important 



CT Teachers Responsible for CCSS Implementation  Slide 10 

Early Release Days Are The Most Preferred Option For 
Creating More Time To Implement CCSS 

Question 

Q11. How much do you prefer this option for creating more time or contractual 
hours that a teacher could opt to choose? 

Remainder “Not sure.” 

a. Early release days 

Not 
interested 

Somewhat 
prefer 

Strongly 
prefer 

b. Release time during 
school 

d. Additional paid hours in 
the summertime 

c. Paid time for after 
school 

f. Late start days 

e. Additional paid hours  
on Saturdays 
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Summary  

 Teachers are concerned about all aspects CCSS 
implementation 

 Concerns are greatest in low wealth school districts  

 Time and more or better curriculum unit and lesson plan 
examples and guides for teachers are biggest concern 

 Teachers strongly prefer early release days to alleviate 
the problem of finding more time 

 Teachers strongly oppose paid Saturdays as a way to 
create more time 
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APPENDIX 2 

Survey of Connecticut Association of Public School Superintendents (CAPSS)
























