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Summary of Paper:

This paper presents a case study of a large geoscience lecture course taught by the authors.  Dissatisfied with the course as it was, the authors redesigned the course to incorporate hands-on activities and discussion sections.  Originally relying on personal experience and past teaching experience, the authors found that they were not adequately meeting their objective of creating a more engaged student body.  They then revised the end of the course using instructional strategies which they had gained through a graduate education course.  Student surveys at the end of the course indicated that the average student enjoyed the course and felt they benefited from the smaller deiscussion sections and hands-on activities.  

Feedback:

As with the other paper, I think this is terrific.  This is such interesting work and you present it engagingly.  Again, I appreciated that you did not gloss over the negative reports.  It is as if you are reporting on a work in progress;  it’s very encouraging to others who might want to try something similar.  You seem to have built a truly engaging class.  I really like the story of going back and revising the final sections --after taking the graduate education course.  I strongly recommend that you submit this paper for publication in the Journal of Geoscience Education, with consideration of some of the following editing suggestions.

You speak about the importance of relevance and how “it is very important that future citizens understand how these hazards can affect their lives (and vice versa).”  Is there any data indicating that student’s decision-making practices are changed as a result of taking courses such as this one?  It would be interesting to know if that is an assumption that is supported by research (especially since the story you are telling is partly about how your own assumptions about what made a good discussion turned out, in the end, not to work so well.)
  

The students’ feedback data that you present (from after you added the discussion section) is very interesting but I think I would feel much more informed, as a reader, if I were offered a comparison.  For example, you could present the results of similar surveys from other UVM intro science courses, or you could present data from your class before you made the changes.  As it is, I am feel that I have to just trust that improvements were made although the results are very positive, they are not definite indicators of improvement. 

Some clarification of how many T.A.s there were and who attended the graduate education course would be helpful… but maybe it would also sound awkward?  Please see the paper for scrawled-in edits.  

Thanks, Eric, these papers were both great to read!

� Sorry for that insanely long and somewhat tortured sentence.  Please feel free to edit my edit!  I think I can explain that point better in person if it doesn’t make sense in writing.





