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Paper 1
The format you’ve chosen—inserting numerical markers into the original text—is potentially a
good idea, but the formatting of the original text itself is tragic, making your feedback more diffi-
cult for the original author to absorb. Moreover, there’s plenty that you could have written about
this paper, but you’re feedback is sparse and superficial. You needed to read more critically and
help this author more substantially.

(1) “Developed” would be incorrect here. “Develops” is the correct suggestion, but it is correct
because it brings the verb into agreement of number with the subject. You have to be more clear
with the author about your reasons for certain corrections.

Grade: B-

Paper 2
Again, the format of this review makes it difficult to identify the most critical elements of your
feedback. Again, your feedback is sparse, superifical, and sometimes insufficiently specific. This
paper had substantial problems not only with the technical aspects of writing, but also with the
content. You indicate, in your leading summary, that the thesis is not clearly stated, and that the
arguments do not drive any specific points; those are critical observations that should have been
made more thoroughly and clearly, for they are fatal flaws for this paper.

Grade: B

1














