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In 1999, the geology course Earth Hazards added a discussion section to its class requirements that improved the students overall learning experience. Through the use of hands on activities and wrap-up discussions, section leaders were able to tie course material to the personal background and interests of the mostly non-major student body, thereby encouraging more active participation and engagement with the material. In the discussion sections, students worked in small teams to encourage collaborative learning. Activities drew on real life applications of course material relevant to many disciplines. TA’s worked to facilitate the discussions by, asking stimulating questions that probe for specificity without looking for simple answers. Grades were based primarily on participation, not test performance. Although these alternative teaching strategies at first presented some challenges to students and TA’s, class surveys indicated student’s appreciation.
I really enjoyed reading this paper and share Erik’s passion for reforming the way we teach and learn at the University Level. I hope the paper passes review, because I believe the academic community needs to face this issue directly. Overall structure of the paper made sense to me as well. Eric introduced the main ideas in the first paragraph, elaborated on the details throughout the body of the paper, and finished with a strong conclusion. Below are some suggestions to help improve the clarity the writing in general.
The introductory paragraph should be reworked to grab the reader and present only the central ideas clearly and succinctly. The first sentence is too long and awkwardly phrased. While setting the scene in the lecture hall does provide an effective way of grounding the reader, it prevents the introduction from getting to its point, and for the purpose of a newspaper article, I think this tactic is more appropriate.
A few other comments: 

• The use of the first person plural is inappropriate.
• The tone should be objective. 

• Tense shifted around in the paper. In referring to the class, a single consistent tense should be used.

• The passive voice was conspicuously predominant. Many sentences can be easily rephrased with active, direct, descriptive verbs.

• There were a few sentences that used incomplete phrases inappropriately. 

I think that this paper could be pared down significantly. The introduction should be reduced to 1/3 the length and rewritten to state the thesis of the paper clearly and directly. The body should be reworked to organize the distinctive aspects of the class discussion section into their relevant groups (i.e. importance of good facilitation, hands on activities, working in collaborative groups). The conclusion is strong.
