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Description of Essential Practice Frames TM

The Essential Practice Frames (EPFs) TM and associated rubrics described in this document 
are the result of more than six years of research and development. The purpose of the 
frames is to offer teachers, coaches and administrators, who are currently implementing 
new College and Career Readiness Standards including the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS), a suite of tools that can be used for a variety of purposes: 1) informal or guided self
assessment of teaching practices; 2) site- and district-based professional growth initiatives; 
3) formative assessment of teaching practices; and 4) Teacher Evaluation.

Defining profess.tonal teaching by way of the CSTP Model Teaching Standards, and defining 
student learning according to the grade-by-grade expectations of the Common Core State 
Standards, the project team developed a set of SOAR Teaching Frames TM for the ELA and 
Anchor Literacy Standards and for the Mathematics Standards. The SOAR™ Teaching Frames 
for Literacy and associated rubrics index the stage of development of classroom teachers at 
four levels: no evidence, limited evidence, acceptable evidence, and strong evidence. These 
specific rubrics apply to ELA and Anchor Literacy Standards as per CCSS (grades Tk-2 and 
grades 3-12). Other rubrics that have been developed as part of this ongoing work include: 
SOAR Teaching Frames TM for Math TK-12; and Academic Langauge and Literacy in Every 
Subject (ALLIES Teaching Frames ™) TK-12. 

The development of the rubrics described in this document has been guided by the 
question: Which practices are most essential and highest leverage for supporting the CCSS 
and demonstrating progress toward the CSTP Model Standards? In developing the SOAR 
Teaching Frames TM and rubrics, we sought to avoid the following: (a) developing so many 
practices that the essential practices that drive student learning get lost; (b) developing a 
discrete set of practices with no articulation of how the practices are interconnected in 
instruction; and ( c) articulating the practices at a "grain size" that is either too small or too 
large to foster professional growth. 

The practices articulated in the SOAR Teaching Frames TM for Literacy and the ALLIES 
Teaching Frames TM emerged from analyses of data from a number of studies of expert 
recommendations (Brisk & Proctor, 2012; Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, Chinn, & Ratleff, 
2011; Grossman, Loeb, Cohen, & Wyckoff, 2013), observations of classroom instruction 
(O'Hara, Pritchard, & Zwiers, 2014; O'Hara, Pritchard, & Zwiers, in press), existing 
instructional practice rubrics with established reliability and predictive validity (Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2014; Danielson, 2013; Grossman, Cohen, & Brown, 2014; 
O'Hara, Pritchard, & Zwiers, in press), and an extensive review of the research literature on 
effective literacy instruction (Baker et al, 2014; Fisher, Frey, & Lapp, 2012; Nagy &
Townsend, 2012; Uccelli, Galloway, Barr, Meneses, & Dobbs, 2015). We also drew heavily 
on a Delphi Panel study of expert consensus on academic language and literacy 
development (Pritchard, O'Hara, & Zwiers, in press). 

The data from this Delphi Panel study, in combination with our observations of classroom 
practice videos, revealed not just a list of practices, but ways in which the essential 
instructional practices support one another. To show the interconnectedness of these 
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practices, we have organized them into what we call "Essential Practice Frames" (Pritchard, 

O'Hara, & Zwiers, In Press; O'Hara, Zwiers, & Pritchard, 2012). The EPFs show how the 
essential practices support one another, and they also highlight six practices with the 
highest impact on student outcomes in support of the CCSS (Kibler, Walqui, & Bunch, 2015; 
Van Lier & Walqui, 2012; Zwiers, O'Hara, & Pritchard, 2014a; Zwiers, O'Hara, & Pritchard, 

2014b). Supporting each high-impact practice are three cross-cutting practices that are 

common across each of the six essential practice frames: Promoting a Culture of 
Disciplinary Learning, Fostering Metacognition for Disciplinary Learning, and Monitoring 

and Guiding Disciplinary Learning. Supporting all is the foundational practice of Designing 

Instruction for Disciplinary Thinking and Understanding. We next aligned the instructional 
practices to a number of standards for the teaching profession including the CSTP Model 

Standards. As we designed the frames and corresponding rubrics, and aligned them with 
the CSTP Standards, we intentionally focused on identifying the practices that are most 

relevant for each of the ten standards. We also developed a supplemental crosswalk 

between our practices elements and the elements of the CSTP standards. 

We implemented a protocol for organizing selected teacher leaders, adminstrators, literacy 

experts, education researchers, education faculty, and other stakeholders into design and 
development groups to provide input into, as well as feedback on, the language of the 
rubrics and to identify any essential practice gaps. The team then worked in partnership 
with Teachscape to develop a calibration tool aligned with the rubrics, which included 

mastercoding videos, developing critical attributes of the practices, and developing 

supplemental documents to support the calibration process. We utilized two documents to 
guide this process: Foundations of Observations produced by ETS for the Measure of 

Effective Teaching project (MET, 2014) and A Practical Guide to Evaluating Teacher 
Effectiveness (National Comprehensive Center of Teacher Quality, 2009). 

The original ALLIES ™ Teaching Frames have established reliability and validity, and have 
been used in multiple professional development programs. Our research has shown 

positive impact of professional development using the frames on teacher and mentor 

practices as well as on student learning outcomes (O'Hara, Pritchard, & Zwiers, in press). 

In partnership with Teachscape and EPF for teaching we have developed a calibration 
platform designed around the SOAR™ Teaching Frames. This new calibration platform: 

• Provides a much needed nexus between the CCSS and CSTP standards.
•

• 

Helps teachers and administrators drive student learning by focusing on a set of

effective, integrated instructional practices for CCSS ELA and Anchor Literacy
Standards and Mathematics Standards.

Scaffolds professional learning opportunities for teachers in different grade spans
(TK-2, 3-8 and 9-12) and across content areas (ELA, Math, Social Studies, Science).

For more information please contact: 

Susan O'Hara, Executive Director REEd, UC Davis spohara@ucdavis.edu 

Robert Pritchard, Co Founder EPF for Teaching, rpritchard@epfteach.com 
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SOAR Teaching Frames ™ for Literacy 

Acquisition of Disciplinary Language 

Disciplinary Thinking Processes 

Disciplinary Perseverance 

Disciplinary Communication 

Disciplinary Discussions 

Disciplinary Uses of Evidence 

Promoting a Culture of Fostering Metacognition for Monitoring and Guiding 
Disciplinary Learning Disciplinary Learning Disciplinary Learning 

Designing Instruction for Disciplinary Thinking and Understanding 
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SOAR Teaching Frames ™ for Literacy 

Disciplinary Discussions (Each frame includes one High-Impact Practice, the three Cross-Cutting Practices, and the 
Foundational Practice) 

.... 
I;.) 

DISCIPLINARY DISCUSSIONS Cl � 
Q. I;.) 

e :o
.... I;.) • Build disciplinary conversation skills
.c: e 
-� Q., • Provide multiple, extended, and supported opportunities for students to engage in disciplinary discussions
=:i::: 

t' 
PROMOTING A CULTURE FOSTERING METACOGNITION FOR MONITORING AND GUIDIING .... .... 

OF DISCPLINARY LEARNING DISCPLINARY LEARNING DISCIPLINARY LEARNING I;.) 

e 
Q., 

• Enact and refer to norms of • Visibly enact metacognitive processes • Monitor learning and adjust

interaction that enable all students are expected to use in instruction, supports, and

� students to participate and take support of disciplinary learning disciplinary tasks to meet student
.... risks • Deconstruct metacognitive processes needs

a • Establish high expectations and that support disciplinary learning • Provide written and/ or oral
I 

maintain the intellectual rigor of feedback during lessons to promote
classroom activities disciplinary learning

DESIGNING INSTRUCTION FOR DISCIPLINARY THINKING AND UNDERSTANDING 

Cl 
s::: � • Set disciplinary learning targets that are aligned with ELA/Literacy CCSS and the target high-impact practice. s I;.) 
.... ....

Structure and connect tasks that support the learning targetsCl t •

,: Cl 
Design supports to help students meet the disciplinary language demands of texts and tasks::: I.. • 

:::s Q., 
� 
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ALLIES Teaching Frames ™ 

Foster Academic Interactions 
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