	MEDIA LITERACY
TEACHER PRESENTATION NOTES
HOW WE KNOW WHAT HAPPENED: THE EVIDENCE RECORD


Two slides per page. Use the cards below as your teaching script for each slide.
		SLIDE 1
	How We Know What Happened: The Evidence Record


On-slide summary: How We Know What Happened: The Evidence Record; Check the Source. Follow the Evidence.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Frame the lesson as method, not narrative: how a factual record gets built after an event that can never be rerun.
•  Two investigations anchor this lesson - NIST on engineering, the Commission on government action. Why would one investigation not be enough?
	
	•  Every figure in this deck traces back to a published report, never estimated from memory - what standard should students hold their own claims to?



	BACKGROUND
•  This lesson teaches method, not narrative: how investigators built a factual record from physical, documentary, and testimonial evidence after September 11, 2001.
•  Two separate federal investigations feature in this lesson - NIST's engineering study of the buildings and the 9/11 Commission's account of government action - and each asked a different question.
•  Every number used in this lesson is drawn from the investigations' own published reports, never estimated from memory.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  If you could not rerun an event to check it, what would you do instead to find out what happened?
•  What is the difference between a witness's memory and a written record made at the time?
•  Why might two separate investigations look at the same day and ask two different questions?



	GUIDED NOTES
	No Guided Notes blanks come from this slide.






		SLIDE 2
	Learning Targets


On-slide summary: Learning Targets; Sort evidence into three kinds: things, records, and words.; Explain why a second source makes a claim stronger.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Target one previews the whole deck's structure: evidence sorts into things, records, and words.
•  Target two is the hinge concept - independence between sources is what makes corroboration meaningful.
	
	•  Target five reframes admitted gaps as a mark of credibility - why would naming what a report did not cover build trust?



	BACKGROUND
•  Target one previews the three evidence strands (things, records, words) that structure the whole deck.
•  Target two is the hinge: independence between sources is what makes a second source worth anything.
•  Target five reframes a report's own admitted gaps as a mark of credibility, which runs against most students' instinct.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Which of these five targets sounds hardest to you right now?
•  What is the difference between checking a claim and simply believing it?
•  Why would naming what a report did NOT examine make that report more trustworthy, not less?



	GUIDED NOTES
	No Guided Notes blanks come from this slide.






		SLIDE 3
	A Day That Cannot Be Rerun


On-slide summary: A Day That Cannot Be Rerun; Key Concept: When an event happens once, evidence has to be gathered, tested, and questioned after the fact.; A Scientist
TALKING POINTS
	•  Set the frame with the scientist/investigator contrast: one can rerun a trial, the other has to work only with what survives.
•  State the loss once, plainly, without a number, and move directly into method - this lesson is about how evidence gets built, not what happened that day.
	
	•  Pose the lesson's real question: when an event happens once, how does anyone establish what happened?



	BACKGROUND
•  This slide sets the lesson's central question: when an event happens only once, how does anyone establish what happened?
•  A scientist's method (repeat the trial) is not available to an investigator, so investigators developed a different toolkit built from surviving things, records, and accounts.
•  State the human loss once, plainly, without figures - the toolkit exists to teach evidence method, not to narrate the day.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  If you cannot rerun an event, what could you still check afterward?
•  What does a scientist have available that an investigator of a single historical day does not?
•  Why might investigators need several different KINDS of evidence rather than just one?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 1 blanks trial and 2001 from this slide.






		SLIDE 4
	Gathering What Survives


On-slide summary: Gathering What Survives; Note: An investigation is built from many small, checkable pieces, not one big story.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Preview the shape of the investigation before the next two slides name the formal vocabulary for each strand.
•  None of the four kinds shown here is sufficient alone - the method is combining several small, checkable pieces.
	
	•  Which of these four kinds of material would be hardest for someone to fake convincingly?



	BACKGROUND
•  This slide previews the shape of the investigation before naming its formal vocabulary on the next two slides.
•  Four kinds of material recur across the whole lesson: objects, logs and files, people's accounts, and a timeline built from all three.
•  None of these four is sufficient alone - the method throughout this lesson is combining several small, checkable pieces.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Which of these four kinds of material would be hardest to fake convincingly?
•  Why might investigators want all four kinds rather than just one?
•  What do all four kinds have in common as a method?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 2 blanks Materials and Paperwork from this slide.






		SLIDE 5
	How Investigators Sort What Survives


On-slide summary: How Investigators Sort What Survives; The first two strands: something you can touch, something written down.; Physical evidence is an object you can hold, weigh, or test in a lab.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Introduce the three-strand model: things, records, and words. Everything in this lesson sorts into one of the three.
•  Both terms on this slide are Reference Guide terms, so make sure students write down both definitions exactly.
	
	•  Ask students for their own example of a physical object versus a documentary record describing the same event.



	BACKGROUND
•  This slide introduces the three-strand model (things, records, words) that structures the rest of the lesson.
•  Physical evidence and documentary record are Reference Guide terms; students need both written down here.
•  Neither strand is self-sufficient - a recovered object still needs a documentary trail explaining where it came from, and a record still needs to be checked against something physical or testimonial.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What is the difference between a physical object and a documentary record?
•  Why might investigators need more than one kind of evidence to trust a conclusion?
•  Can you think of an object and a record that might describe the same event?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 3 blanks Physical evidence and documentary record from this slide.






		SLIDE 6
	What People Can Tell Investigators


On-slide summary: What People Can Tell Investigators; Testimony is what a witness says happened, given in answer to questions.; A primary source is a document someone made with direct knowledge of the event.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Both terms here are Reference Guide terms - testimony and primary source - so make sure both definitions get written down exactly.
•  The strand's strength is detail no paper record holds; its limit is that memory is one moment, recalled later, and can drift.
	
	•  Push on the distinction: is every primary source also testimony? A memo written at the time is a primary source but not testimony.



	BACKGROUND
•  Testimony and primary source are both Reference Guide terms and both describe evidence that comes from a person, not an object.
•  The strand's strength is detail no paper record holds; its limit is that memory is recalled later and can drift from what actually happened.
•  A primary source is not automatically testimony - a memo written at the time is a primary source but not testimony, since testimony is specifically an answer to a question.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What can a person's account capture that a written record might miss?
•  Why might two honest witnesses remember the same event differently?
•  Is every primary source also testimony? Why or why not?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 4 blanks Testimony and primary source from this slide.






		SLIDE 7
	What 236 Pieces of Steel Could Show


On-slide summary: What 236 Pieces of Steel Could Show; Pieces analyzed; 236 pieces
TALKING POINTS
	•  236 pieces sounds large until you compare it against 200,000 tons of total structural steel - about a quarter to half of one percent.
•  Because the sample was small, NIST relied on stamped identification markings to place many of the recovered pieces rather than claiming a full survey.
	
	•  Ask students why a report would state, in its own words, exactly how small a share of the material it was able to examine.



	BACKGROUND
•  NIST analyzed 236 pieces of steel recovered from the wreckage, arriving over roughly 18 months.
•  The 229 tower pieces represented only about 0.25 to 0.5 percent of the 200,000 tons of structural steel in the two towers, so NIST never claimed a complete survey.
•  Because the sample was small, investigators leaned on stamped identification markings to place many of the recovered pieces rather than assuming an exact original location.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  If only a small share of the steel survived, what can 236 pieces still tell investigators?
•  Why would a report state exactly how small a share of the steel it was able to examine?
•  What method let investigators trace where an individual piece likely sat in the building?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 5 blanks 200,000 tons and Stamped markings from this slide.






		SLIDE 8
	Knowing Where a Thing Came From


On-slide summary: Knowing Where a Thing Came From; Investigators cannot use an object until they know where it came from.; Provenance is the traceable origin of an object, showing where it came from.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Provenance is about origin; chain of custody is about who handled the item afterward - two different, both necessary, records.
•  Tie this directly to the steel example: a piece with no traceable origin cannot support any conclusion about where it sat in the building.
	
	•  Ask students who should sign off at each handoff point in a chain of custody, and why that matters.



	BACKGROUND
•  Provenance and chain of custody are both Reference Guide terms; provenance is about origin, chain of custody is about who handled an item afterward.
•  The steel example from the previous slide only works because investigators tracked provenance - a piece with no traceable origin cannot support a conclusion about where it sat.
•  Chain of custody protects against damage or substitution between recovery and the laboratory report.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What is the difference between an object's provenance and its chain of custody?
•  Why would a recovered object with no traceable origin be useless as evidence?
•  Who would need to sign off at each step of a chain of custody, and why?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 6 blanks Provenance and Chain of custody from this slide.






		SLIDE 9
	An Archive Built From the Public


On-slide summary: An Archive Built From the Public; Did You Know: Investigators did not already have this archive - they built it, submission by submission.
TALKING POINTS
	•  This archive did not exist ready-made - NIST built it by collecting submissions from at least 200 photographers and many organizations.
•  Much of the material was unpublished and came from ordinary people and media outlets, not from one government file.
	
	•  What work has to happen before a scattered pile of public submissions becomes a usable, searchable archive?



	BACKGROUND
•  NIST assembled 6,977 video segments and 6,899 photographs from at least 200 photographers into one searchable archive.
•  Much of this material was unpublished and came from media outlets, agencies, and private individuals, not from a single government file.
•  Building this archive was itself an investigative task - the record had to be collected and organized before it could be analyzed.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why might contributions from many different people be more useful than footage from one source?
•  What work has to happen before a scattered collection of recordings becomes a usable archive?
•  What risk comes with relying on material the public happened to capture?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 7 blanks 6,977 video segments and Publicly supplied from this slide.






		SLIDE 10
	How Investigators Fixed the Time


On-slide summary: How Investigators Fixed the Time; Anchor one moment; Fixed 9:02:59 a.m. using satellite- and atomic-clock-verified time stamps.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Walk through the mechanism step by step: one precisely timed clip anchors everything, then plumes, shadows, and falling objects extend that anchor outward.
•  3,032 photographs and 2,673 clips reached an accuracy of three seconds or better using exactly this method.
	
	•  Ask what would happen to the entire timeline if that one anchor point turned out to be wrong.



	BACKGROUND
•  NIST fixed the time of the second aircraft impact at 9:02:59 a.m., established from four video recordings whose network time stamps were kept accurate by satellite and atomic-clock signals.
•  From that one anchor point, investigators extended times outward by matching smoke plumes, shadows, and falling objects across other recordings of the same period.
•  3,032 catalogued photographs and 2,673 video clips ultimately reached an accuracy of 3 seconds or better using this method.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why would investigators need just one very precisely timed clip to anchor an entire timeline?
•  What kinds of visible details let investigators match separate recordings to the same moment?
•  What would happen to the whole timeline if the one anchor point turned out to be wrong?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 8 blanks Extend outward and Report the accuracy from this slide.






		SLIDE 11
	Why a Second Source Matters


On-slide summary: Why a Second Source Matters; One source can be honestly wrong; a second source is how investigators check it.; Corroboration is a check that finds the same fact in a second, separate source.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Independence is the whole mechanism - a copy of the first source, even repeated confidently, proves nothing new.
•  What would make two accounts NOT independent of each other? Comparing notes beforehand is the classic failure.
	
	•  The Commission's public hearings work the same way: testimony given in the open can be checked by anyone against other public records.



	BACKGROUND
•  Corroboration means finding the same fact independently in a second, separate source - not simply hearing it twice.
•  Independence is the entire mechanism: a second account that copied or was shaped by the first adds nothing new.
•  Corroboration was built into the Commission's own method - 19 days of hearings put testimony where outsiders could check it against other records, rather than asking the public to take its word for it.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why does a second source only count if it is truly independent of the first?
•  What would make two accounts NOT independent of each other?
•  How would you check whether a second source actually is independent?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 9 blanks honestly and Corroboration from this slide.






		SLIDE 12
	A Second Investigation, A Different Question


On-slide summary: A Second Investigation, A Different Question; Note: Two investigations, two different questions - neither one answers the other's question.; NIST
TALKING POINTS
	•  Two separate federal investigations, two different questions: NIST on engineering behavior, the Commission on government knowledge and action.
•  Ten commissioners served, five from each party, and the report was issued without dissent - state that plainly, without further comment.
	
	•  Ask directly: could NIST's engineering report answer the Commission's question about government action? Why not?



	BACKGROUND
•  The 9/11 Commission was created by Public Law 107-306, signed November 27, 2002, separate from and later than NIST's engineering study.
•  Ten commissioners served, five Republicans and five Democrats, and the report was issued without dissent.
•  NIST and the Commission answer different questions: engineering behavior versus government knowledge and action, and neither substitutes for the other.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why might one investigation not be enough to cover both an engineering question and a government-response question?
•  What does it mean that the Commission's report was issued without dissent?
•  Could NIST's report answer the Commission's question, or the other way around? Why not?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 10 blanks Asked and Public Law from this slide.






		SLIDE 13
	The Commission Working Method


On-slide summary: The Commission Working Method; Documents Reviewed; More than 2.5 million pages examined.
TALKING POINTS
	•  Scale is the point: 2.5 million pages, 1,200-plus interviews across ten countries, 19 days of public hearings.
•  Public hearings are themselves a method - testimony given where anyone, not just investigators, can check what was said.
	
	•  Why would holding hearings in public, rather than behind closed doors, matter for how much a report is trusted?



	BACKGROUND
•  The Commission reviewed more than 2.5 million pages of documents pulled from many agencies.
•  It interviewed more than 1,200 individuals across ten countries, reaching well beyond U.S. borders.
•  It held 19 days of public hearings and took testimony from 160 witnesses - a method that lets outsiders check what was said.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why might reviewing 2.5 million pages matter more than reviewing a handful of key documents?
•  What does interviewing people in ten countries suggest about the scope of this investigation?
•  Why would holding hearings in public, rather than in private, matter for trustworthiness?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 11 blanks million and 1,200 from this slide.






		SLIDE 14
	Testing What You Cannot Repeat


On-slide summary: Testing What You Cannot Repeat; NIST could not rerun the event, so it could not observe the real fires directly.; Reconstruction - a rebuilt copy of conditions, used to test what could happen.
TALKING POINTS
	•  NIST stated plainly that usable physical evidence was scarce here, and that scarcity is exactly why it turned to rebuilding conditions instead.
•  A reconstruction tests what COULD happen under given conditions - it is not a claim about exactly what DID happen on the day itself.
	
	•  The next slide shows this method in the laboratory - what would make a rebuilt test trustworthy as a stand-in for a real event?



	BACKGROUND
•  NIST wrote plainly that the physical evidence normally available for reconstructing a disaster was scarce here, and that scarcity shaped its whole method.
•  A reconstruction is a rebuilt copy of conditions used to test what could happen - not a claim about exactly what did happen.
•  The next slide shows the laboratory method this slide describes; no graded item depends on reading that picture.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why would a scarcity of physical evidence push investigators toward rebuilding conditions instead?
•  What is the difference between testing what COULD happen and claiming to know exactly what DID happen?
•  What would make a rebuilt test trustworthy as a stand-in for the real event?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 12 blanks rerun and Reconstruction from this slide.






		SLIDE 15
	Reconstruction in the Laboratory


On-slide summary: Reconstruction in the Laboratory; NIST rebuilt WTC office conditions at full scale and burned them, 2005.; Full-scale test compartment
TALKING POINTS
	•  This is a laboratory test, not the site - a rebuilt office compartment burning under instrumentation, with nobody in the frame.
•  The whole point is method: investigators rebuilt real conditions at full scale rather than guessing at how a fire like this behaves.
	
	•  What can a controlled, instrumented test measure that a real, unrepeatable event never could?



	BACKGROUND
•  This is a NIST laboratory fire test - a rebuilt office compartment burning under a lab ceiling with instrumentation visible.
•  The point of this picture is method: investigators could not rerun the day, so they rebuilt its conditions at full scale and measured them.
•  No people, casualties, remains, or site imagery appear here; it reads plainly as a controlled laboratory experiment.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What tells you this is a laboratory test and not the actual site?
•  Why would investigators need to burn a rebuilt compartment under instruments rather than guess at fire behavior?
•  What does a controlled test let investigators measure that a real, unrepeatable event never could?



	GUIDED NOTES
	No Guided Notes blanks come from this slide; it illustrates the method recorded in Guided Notes Section 12.






		SLIDE 16
	From Test to Model


On-slide summary: From Test to Model; Did You Know: A model earns trust only after it matches a real, instrumented test - never before.; The Physical Test
TALKING POINTS
	•  Validation is the hinge: a model earns trust only once it reproduces what a real, instrumented test already measured.
•  Once validated, a model can explore conditions the physical test itself never reached directly.
	
	•  What should a careful investigator conclude about a model that failed to match its own underlying test data?



	BACKGROUND
•  A computer model earns trust only when it reproduces what a real, instrumented test already measured - that step is called validation.
•  Once validated, a model can explore conditions an instrumented test cannot reach directly, extending the physical test's findings.
•  This is the same reconstruction principle from the previous slide, carried one step further: rebuild, measure, then model.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why should a model earn trust only after it matches a real, instrumented test?
•  What can a validated model do that a single physical test cannot?
•  What would you conclude about a model that failed to match its own test data?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 13 blanks burned and Produces from this slide.






		SLIDE 17
	A Model Checked Against a Test


On-slide summary: A Model Checked Against a Test; NIST modeled fire reaching a steel truss; blue is cool, red is hot.; Cool zone, blue tones
TALKING POINTS
	•  Color encodes temperature here - cool near the walls, hot at the flame - and that meaning has to survive grayscale printing, so state it in words.
•  This model pairs directly with the laboratory test from two slides back: it earned trust by reproducing what that instrumented test measured.
	
	•  What would happen to a printed copy of this slide if the caption did not spell out what the colors mean?



	BACKGROUND
•  This is a NIST computer simulation - a cutaway room with a color-coded temperature field reaching a steel floor truss.
•  Color encodes temperature here, cool near the walls and hot at the flame; state that in words, since the meaning must survive grayscale printing.
•  This model pairs with the laboratory test on the previous slide: it earned trust by reproducing what that instrumented test measured.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What does the color coding in this model represent?
•  Why does the caption need to state the color meaning in words rather than relying on the colors alone?
•  What earlier test gave this model the data it needed to earn trust?



	GUIDED NOTES
	No Guided Notes blanks come from this slide; it illustrates the method recorded in Guided Notes Section 13.






		SLIDE 18
	Claims You Can Actually Check


On-slide summary: Claims You Can Actually Check; Some claims about an event are so vague that nothing could prove them wrong.; Falsifiable: stated exactly enough that a finding could prove it wrong.
TALKING POINTS
	•  A falsifiable claim names exactly what finding would prove it wrong; a vague claim can never be pinned down that specifically.
•  Contrast a vague claim with a precise one: naming a specific test or finding is what makes a claim checkable at all.
	
	•  Why is a claim that could never be proven wrong not actually useful as evidence?



	BACKGROUND
•  A falsifiable claim names exactly what finding would prove it wrong; a vague claim can never be pinned down that way.
•  Precision is what makes a claim checkable at all - naming a specific test or finding is what separates a checkable claim from an unfalsifiable one.
•  This is a transferable media-literacy skill, useful for evaluating claims about any event, not only this one.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  What makes a claim falsifiable rather than just vague?
•  Can you turn a vague claim into a precise, falsifiable one?
•  Why is a claim that could never be proven wrong not actually useful as evidence?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 14 blanks Falsifiable and Precise from this slide.






		SLIDE 19
	What the Investigators Said They Did Not Do


On-slide summary: What the Investigators Said They Did Not Do; Key Concept: Naming your own limits is not weakness - it is what makes a finding trustworthy.; We have not interviewed every knowledgeable person or found every relevant piece of paper. New information inevitably will come to light.
TALKING POINTS
	•  The Commission wrote this about its OWN report - naming what it had not interviewed and not found, in its own words.
•  Teach this as a mark of credibility: a report claiming to have found everything is less trustworthy than one that names its own edges.
	
	•  What should a careful reader do after seeing a report openly state its own limits?



	BACKGROUND
•  The Commission wrote directly that it had not interviewed every knowledgeable person or found every relevant piece of paper, and that new information would come to light.
•  A stated limitation is a report's own note about what it did not examine - naming a boundary, not admitting failure.
•  Teach this as a mark of credibility: a report that claims to have found everything is less trustworthy than one that names its own edges.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Why would the Commission print, in its own words, what it did NOT accomplish?
•  Does naming a limitation make a report weaker or stronger? Why?
•  What should a careful reader do after seeing a report state its own limits?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 15 blanks limitation and Naming from this slide.






		SLIDE 20
	A Checklist You Can Use


On-slide summary: A Checklist You Can Use; What kind is it?; Something physical, something recorded, or someone's account?
TALKING POINTS
	•  This checklist collects the whole lesson into four transferable questions - kind, origin, independent confirmation, checkable finding.
•  Ask students to apply this checklist to a claim from an entirely different subject, to show it transfers.
	
	•  What happens to a claim that fails all four questions at once? Is it still evidence of anything?



	BACKGROUND
•  This checklist collects the lesson's method into four transferable questions students can apply to any claim, in any subject.
•  Each question maps to a term taught earlier in the deck - kind of evidence, origin, independent confirmation, and a checkable finding.
•  Both investigations in this lesson effectively followed this same four-question method, even though neither wrote it out as a checklist.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Which of these four questions do you think is hardest to answer honestly?
•  Could you apply this checklist to a claim outside of history or investigations?
•  What happens to a claim that fails all four questions?



	GUIDED NOTES
	Guided Notes Section 16 blanks Name and NIST from this slide.






		SLIDE 21
	Key Takeaways


On-slide summary: Key Takeaways; Evidence sorts into three kinds: things, records, and words.; A second, truly independent source is what makes corroboration meaningful.
TALKING POINTS
	•  All five takeaways are graded across the quiz, exit ticket, and Activity - the through-line is method, not any single fact.
•  Close on the last takeaway: a report that states its own limits is more trustworthy, not less - that is the habit to carry forward.
	
	•  How would students use this same checklist the next time they see a claim they cannot immediately check?



	BACKGROUND
•  Every takeaway here is graded: the quiz, the exit ticket, and the Activity's Reference Guide and reasoning sections all draw on these five ideas.
•  The through-line is method: sort the evidence, check for independence, trace the origin, and name what was not examined.
•  This is a transferable skill, not a one-topic fact set - the same four-question checklist applies to claims about any event.
	
	DISCUSSION QUESTIONS
•  Which of these five takeaways changed how you would evaluate a claim?
•  Which takeaway do you think is hardest for people to actually apply?
•  How would you use this checklist the next time you see a claim you cannot immediately check?



	GUIDED NOTES
	No Guided Notes blanks come from this slide.
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