Here are comments on your file "Phy 690 May 13.doc."

This document is not yet a first draft, though it is quite close.  I do expect the next revision to be a complete first draft.  I also anticipate 2-3 complete and 1-2 minor revisions to this document to obtain a sufficient PHY690 project.

- this manuscript (m.s.) needs a proper title.  The current title is far too broad and underspecified. Often titles contain many keywords reflecting the specific content.  See the titles other PHY690 manuscripts on the website at 
<http://physicsed.buffalostate.edu/pubs/PHY690/>

- the manuscript also requires proper author identification and affiliation, an email address, acknowledgement that it's a 690 project and an abstract.  

These are not hard things to do, but are absolutely required -- for examples see
<http://physicsed.buffalostate.edu/pubs/PHY690/Tatto2007NCSUrev/tatto_physics690_NCSUreview.doc>

Your citations (how references are called out within the manuscript text) and the references in the bibliography (last 1-2 pages) need to adhere to APA format.  For a voluminous example, see
<http://physicsed.buffalostate.edu/pubs/PHY690/Gosling2004ClassEnv/Gosling690_October_23.doc> and for tips also see the APA style guide at 

<http://www.buffalostate.edu/library/>

Also, could I have page numbers on the ms. henceforth please?  Ms. length is good, but all of the right words aren't here yet and figures are needed.

General comments:

The first part of your ms. is also about introducing the problem and extant scholarship on the problem.  Then comes your activity or suggestions and finally any interpretation or comment.  There is no room for comment at the start unless it is supported by citation from the scholarly literature. Right now the front part of your ms. is VERY weak in that there are no literature cites whatever for the first page and a half, just a lot of unsupported claims.  You must support those claims with citations or remove them.  This will be the part of the ms. requiring the most work, in my opinion.  Scholarship is about building from a collection of known, accepted and proven (published) work.  You are not writing an editorial here.  

You need to read your writing aloud to check for scansion, grammar and completeness.  Having an English teacher read would help a lot, certainly another person needs to read this aloud and query your writing for you.  For instance the first sentence is clumsy and grammatically incomplete, and intellectually over-broad (not all HS and college students even take physics).  Most scholarly papers are written on one tense: Past tense.

Specifics: 

- "derivatives" might appear in the title as this paper seems acutely concerned with derivatives and slopes.  Also some images of these would help (1200 dpi – not just screen shots -- ask if you need to).  

- NCTM stds should be cited, also NYSED mathematics stds

- more cites from literature on X,V, A (Arons etc)

- second para is a statement with powerful intent that needs to be rewritten and supported by citation.  Careful of Leibnitz as well.

- use APA( second complete para on p2:  Tall (1992) pointed out several...
- Extended direct quotes (bottom of p2) are a sign of weak writing – paraphrase and tighten up. Shorten those quotes.

- use APA

- there are several modern calculus curricula that teach calculus using SONAR rangers etc and you need to cite them.  One is "Workshop Calculus" (also developed by some of same folk that did Workshop Physics at Dickinson College.  Check google scholar for workshop calculus dickinson etc.

- capitalization of physics and mathematics in body of sentence should be lower case.

- p 3:  I'm not sure we rectify preconceived notions, perhaps addressed or challenged might be more accurate than rectified

-p 4 "I propose" should be replaced by showing some alternative approaches of others from the literature.  Scholars look at the literature and work from the literature. What does Workshop Calculus do?  What does modeling physics do?  Etc etc

- last two paras before Sample lesson belong elsewhere.  Three paras on p6 that should be condensed into one and introduce the sample lesson.  Sample lesson needs refs to NCTM and NYSED.

- Table on p7 is completely confusing to me, has no units or title.  I suspect it's something important.  Cite Logger Pro.  Show some images here for meaning.

- Page8 introduces v average and v instantaneous without adequate definitions or distinctions in the notation.   Differentiate these please.  Watch the tense.

- Page 9 – "cancels" is a loaded word to math teachers.  Can you use another here (divided through, etc)

- closely related to is not the same as (bottom line of p9)  dh is NOT identical to (h etc; top of p10 v-bar (average) is not identical to - instantaneous.

Conclusions are pretty strong, but should better reinforce definitions and differentiations between math and physics WITH cites. My personal definitions would be that physics is the study of patterns in nature and math is the study of patterns but you need to cite something.

Put the biblio into APA format

Dan M

