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Blurb for PLT Conference Brochure 

 
Comprehension Stew: Stirring Up Solid Understanding of Science Textbooks 
Do you find that your students are in a stew when it comes to getting the most from 
their science textbooks? Come to our booth for a shopping list of strategies that will 
make your students independent when it comes to understanding science textbooks. 
Strategies include: using text and visual features, previewing, using KWL as a note taking 
strategy. 
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PLT SMART Goal  

 
During third and fourth quarters, by teaching our science-textbook-reading unit, we will help 

students to transfer nonfiction reading comprehension strategies to their science textbooks in 

order to better achieve mastery of the science curriculum. 

 

 
Key Actions 

 
1. We will meet with 6th Grade Science teacher Ms. Gentes to learn about students' common 

comprehension breakdowns in science textbooks. 

2. We will review professional literature on this topic from Lindsey Rinder. 

3. We will design a science-textbook-reading unit that includes a pre-assessment, 

approximately two lessons, and a post-assessment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Findings  

 
Pre-assessment and Post-assessment Data 

  
Pre-assessment  

 
Post-assessment 
 

 
Group 1 
 

 
1 students scored    0/2 
6 students scored   .5/2 
4 students scored    1/2 
2 students scored   1.5/2 
3 students scored    2/2 
 
(16 total students pre-assessed) 
 
 

 
1 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
9 students scored    1/2 
4 students scored   1.5/2 
1 students scored    2/2 
 
(16 total students post-assessed) 
 

 
Group 2 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
3 students scored   .5/2 
10 students scored    1/2 
2 students scored   1.5/2 
3 students scored    2/2 
 
(20 total students pre-assessed) 
 

 
0 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
17 students scored    1/2 
1 students scored   1.5/2 
3 students scored    2/2 
 
(21 total students post-assessed) 
 

 
Group 3 
 

 
1 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
6 students scored    1/2 
4 students scored   1.5/2 
5 students scored    2/2 
 
(16 students pre-assessed) 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
13 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
3 students scored    2/2 
 
(18 total students post-assessed) 
 

 
Groups 
1-3 
TOTALS 
 

 
4 students scored    0/2 
9 students scored   .5/2 
20 students scored    1/2 
8 students scored   1.5/2 
11 students scored    2/2 
 
(52 students pre-assessed) 

 

 
3 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
39 students scored    1/2 
5 students scored   1.5/2 
7 students scored    2/2 
 
(55 total students post-assessed) 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  
Pre-assessment  

 
Post-assessment 
 

 
Group 4 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
7 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
12 students scored    2/2 
 
(21 total students pre-assessed) 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
1 students scored   .5/2 
18 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
0 students scored    2/2 
 
(21 total students pre-assessed) 
 

 
Group 5 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
4 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
13 students scored    2/2 
 
(20 total students pre-assessed) 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
3 students scored   .5/2 
14 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
1 students scored    2/2 
 
(20 total students post-assessed) 
 

 
Group 6 
 

 
0 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
5 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
15 students scored    2/2 
 
(20 students pre-assessed) 
 

 
2 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
20 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
3 students scored    2/2 
 
(25 total students post-assessed) 
 

 
Groups 
4-6 
TOTALS 
 

 
4 students scored    0/2 
0 students scored   .5/2 
16 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
40 students scored    2/2 
 
(61 students pre-assessed) 
 

 
6 students scored    0/2 
4 students scored   .5/2 
52 students scored    1/2 
0 students scored   1.5/2 
4 students scored    2/2 
 
(66 total students post-assessed) 
 

 

 
GRAND 
TOTALS 
 

 
8 students scored    0/2 
9 students scored   .5/2 
36 students scored    1/2 
8 students scored   1.5/2 
51 students scored    2/2 
 
(113 students pre-assessed) 

 
9 students scored    0/2 
4 students scored   .5/2 
91 students scored    1/2 
5 students scored   1.5/2 
11 students scored    2/2 
 
(121 total students post-assessed) 
 



 
 

 
Recommendations / Next Steps  

 
We want to note that this unit seemed to be a huge success with students!  We can attest to 

students’ engagement with these lessons, particularly the lessons about the features themselves, 

and their eagerness to learn strategies to better understand their science textbooks.  Students’ 

genuine understanding of features, their purposes, and their uses for skilled readers has been 

apparent during guided practice, pair practice, and group practice.   

As for the data, it’s exciting to note that many more students scored 1 out of 2 on the post-

assessment than on the pre-assessment.  When looking at the data, it’s also noteworthy that few 

students scored 2 out of 2 on the post-assessment.  We concurred (along with many, if not all, of 

our students) that the wording in question #1 was somewhat confusing and therefore could have 

affected the results on that particular part of the post-assessment more than students’ use of 

strategies.  (See notes about post-assessment question #1 below.)  Because of our observations 

during lessons and practice time and because of student performance on the other post-

assessment question, however, we are confident that the strategies we’ve collected and taught are 

effective.  We believe we have achieved our Student Learning Goal of teaching a science-

textbook-reading unit that helps students to transfer nonfiction reading comprehension 

strategies to their science textbooks in order to better achieve mastery of the science 

curriculum.     

In terms of next steps, we plan to incorporate this unit into our 6th Grade Reading course in 

the beginning of the 2014-15 school year.  We believe that this unit will help students to transfer 

nonfiction reading comprehension strategies to their science textbooks in order to better achieve 

mastery of the science curriculum. 

Notes about question #1 on the post-assessment:  If the wording in the question was confusing, one 

may wonder why we chose it in the first place.  The two open-ended questions on the pre-

assessment as well as the two open-ended questions on the post-assessment were Reading 

Checkpoint questions directly from the textbook.  The answer key that we made also came directly 

from the textbook’s Teacher Manual.  We tried to choose questions that would allow students to 

demonstrate understanding of the concepts (one of Lizz’s concerns) rather than an opportunity to 

copy a sentence directly from the book without grasping the concept behind it.  This was challenging 

because many of the Reading Checkpoint questions appeared to be too easy with answers directly 

stated in the textbook.  Our question pool was also somewhat limited by sections of the text that 

were not part of Chenery’s science curriculum (and therefore fair game for our use with pre- and post-

assessments).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


