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FICTIONAL SCENARIO | READING PRACTICE

Organizer: Evidence, Meaning and Inference

Learning target: | can support a reading response with relevant details.

Essential question: How do details support a defensible reading response?

Name: Class: Date:

Sample directions: Read and annotate the complete selection. Then complete the included focused task.

Two Articles About the Dam

When Evan first heard that an aging flood barrier in Cedar Bend could change forever, the announcement
sounded straightforward. At a public meeting, officials described a proposed replacement contract as a necessary
response to a real problem. Some residents agreed immediately; others remembered why the place mattered.
Evan noticed that speakers used the same words—improvement, access, and responsibility—yet seemed to
mean different things by them. Rather than choosing a side before listening, Evan wrote a question at the top of a
notebook: What would people need to know to make a responsible decision?

The site had never served just one purpose. During ordinary weeks, people passed an aging flood barrier without
stopping; during unusual ones, they gathered there, traded information, and helped neighbors. Evan heard one
resident call it an outdated space and another call it the heart of Cedar Bend. Neither description solved the
practical problem. A useful answer, Evan decided, would have to recognize the conflict between history and
present needs without pretending that either side could disappear.

The next day, Evan visited the location with a notebook and a friend. The entrance showed years of use, and the
sound of nearby traffic made conversation difficult. They counted who passed through, where people paused, and
what physical barriers complicated access. These were observations, not proof of a final plan, but they changed
the discussion from a contest of opinions to a search for testable details. Evan crossed out the word "obviously" in
the notes: something important should not need an exaggerated word to make it true.

A volunteer brought forward two reports emphasizing different risks. At first, it seemed like material that only a few
specialists would examine. But close inspection revealed dates, names, and repeated entries showing how residents
once responded to a shared need. Evan copied one detail and asked where the records came from. The volunteer
explained the origin of the materials and cautioned that memory and documentation are not identical. That warning
stayed with Evan: a meaningful story can begin a question, but reliable evidence must help answer it.

At a planning session, watershed engineers explained why the proposed change appealed to some families. The
existing arrangement created delays, inconvenience, and uncertainty for people trying to complete everyday
tasks. Evan listened without interrupting, then repeated the concern in different words to check understanding.
One member nodded and said, "That is exactly the problem we keep describing." This small agreement did not
settle the debate. It established that people who disagreed about a solution could at least agree about the
guestion.
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Back home, Evan spread the notes across a table and separated them into three groups: what was directly
observed, what others reported, and what still needed checking. A dramatic claim about the site’s future went into
the final group because no measurements supported it. The record supplied historical context, but did not predict
next year’s costs or use. To avoid confusing possibility with certainty, Evan changed "This plan will work" to "This
approach is worth testing." The second sentence sounded less impressive, yet it was more defensible.

Evan drafted a proposal for a public evidence review. The draft began with the difficulty people faced now, not with
a complaint about the officials who had suggested the change. Next came evidence from observations and two
reports emphasizing different risks, followed by a question about cost and access. The proposal did not demand a
permanent commitment. It recommended a limited trial with specific measures and a public review. A reader could
disagree with the recommendation and still see how each step followed from the evidence.

During a rehearsal, a classmate said the draft gave the history too much space and the practical concerns too
little. Another thought that numbers alone would erase the experience of residents who depended on the site.
Evan revised the order instead of choosing one criticism to ignore. The new version placed an account from
watershed engineers beside a carefully described observation, then included a clear explanation of what neither
source could establish. The revision made the proposal longer by one sentence but clearer by several ideas.

At the final meeting, questions came quickly. Could a public evidence review be affordable? Would it help enough
people? What might happen if the town waited? Evan answered the questions that the notes supported and
openly identified the ones that required additional research. One official suggested adding a progress report; a
volunteer offered to gather more observations. Even a person who favored a proposed replacement contract
agreed that the public should see the results of any trial. The room remained divided, but the discussion had
become more specific.

The group voted to collect additional evidence before approving an irreversible change. The decision was not a
declaration that Evan had won. It was a promise to return to the question with better information. On the way
home, Evan passed an aging flood barrier and saw the same problems that had started the debate. The place had
not changed overnight, and the disagreement had not vanished. What had changed was the willingness to test
claims, listen carefully, and let evidence shape the next decision.

SECOND ACCOUNT (source comparison): A dated civic record describes the same location in neutral terms and
lists the documented functions of the site. It confirms the public use described in the narrative but does not record
the private feelings attributed to individual residents. A second columnist emphasizes the current access
difficulties and argues that old memories alone cannot determine new policy. Together, the accounts illustrate how
genre, evidence selection, and interpretation influence a portrayal.
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SAINT PIERRE LEARNING RESOURCES

RI.7.9 | Focused lesson

Analyze how authors select and interpret evidence about one topic.

Companion material
Companion informational text: How to Evaluate a Public-Space Proposal

1. Define the question. A useful public-space review separates a current problem from a preferred solution. A proposal
can preserve a valued place and still fail to solve an access difficulty. Explaining the practical question first helps readers
understand what evidence matters.

2. Match evidence to claims. A dated record can explain earlier community use. A direct count describes what observers
saw during a specified period. Neither alone establishes future repair costs or proves that a new plan will work. Evidence
is useful when its scope matches the claim it supports.

3. Listen and test. People may agree on a problem while favoring different responses. Restating another person's
concern gives that person a chance to correct a misunderstanding. A limited trial can test an idea before a permanent
decision, but a trial also needs a time limit, fair measures and a review of its cost.

4. Report limits. A clear report distinguishes observations, reported views and unanswered questions. It places a
recommendation beside relevant evidence and acknowledges what is still unknown. Calling an idea "promising" identifies
potential; calling it "guaranteed" asserts certainty that the available information may not support.

Original explanatory article for this edition. It explains a method; it is not a report of a real town or a scientific study.
Author A - Learn Through a Bounded Trial

The access concern is real in the scenario, but the best design is uncertain. A small, reversible trial with a fixed budget
and public measures can reveal what improves. A missing permanent-repair estimate should limit commitment, not
prevent every small test.

Author B - Estimate Before Spending

The access concern deserves action, but no reliable cost estimate is available. Even a temporary trial uses money and
may prolong inconvenience. First obtain the estimate; then decide whether a trial is a responsible use of resources.

Both position statements are original simulated editorials about the same scenario, not quotations from real officials.
Completed model

Two writers can agree on observations while disagreeing about their implications. Compare what each
emphasizes, not just whether both mention a trial.

Scope note: The preserved narrative is a fictional case study. The companion explanatory text supplies informational
reading practice.

Saint Pierre Learning Resources | Grade 7 | 4/7



SAINT PIERRE LEARNING RESOURCES

RI.7.9 | Task 1

Compare the main recommendation of Authors A and B. Identify a fact they share and their differing
interpretation.

Name: Date:
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SAINT PIERRE LEARNING RESOURCES

RI.7.9 | Sample teacher guidance

Task 1

Both acknowledge access concerns and missing cost information. A favors a bounded trial to learn; B
favors a cost estimate before even a trial.

The full packet includes retained comprehension questions and keys, all three focused tasks, and further teacher
guidance.
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SAINT PIERRE LEARNING RESOURCES

Digital Resource License

Unless a listing says otherwise, each purchase includes a single-teacher license. The buyer may print
and use the resource with their own students and may assign it through a password-protected
classroom platform.

Allowed
Classroom, tutoring, and personal instructional use
Reasonable copies for the purchasing teacher’s students

Posting inside a secure learning-management system for those students

Not allowed

Reselling, sharing, or giving the files to other educators

Posting files on a public website, shared drive, or social-media page
Removing the copyright notice or presenting the work as your own
Using the content to create a competing product

Schools and teams that need multiple users should contact support for additional licensing.

Published license: https://saintpierreresources.com/policies#license
License wording reproduced unchanged from the store policy recorded October 14, 2026.

Copyright 2026 Saint Pierre Learning Resources
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