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Over all, the paper reflects in depth research completed on the topic of the Dodd-Frank Act and its impact on the United States economy. For the most part, the quantity and quality of the articles reviewed are standout strengths of this review. Certain aspects of the content require adjustment and refinement to bring it up the level of writing expected at the Master’s level. The predominant areas for improvement are professionalism, organization, structure, and basic grammar and format concerns. Implementation of the suggestions outlined herein, will improve the quality of this literature review of articles discussing the Dodd-Frank Act through more effective expression of the research to readers. 

Regarding professionalism, though many of the articles used for the review are reputable, such as  The Journal of Financial Service Professionals, the authority of authors of periodical-type sources could be questionable. Since the Dodd-Frank Act is a legal proposition and is essentially a contemporary issue, the selection of sources for the review is commendable. However, articles in periodicals such as The New York Law Journal are more likely to present opinion rather than well-documented, factual findings which should be noted within the context of the review.
It would be helpful to give background information and specifics about the financial crisis such as housing starts, job loss and foreclosures since stating “financial crisis” is vague. There was a period of recession since the beginning of the year 2000 and a crisis with respect to unemployment still exists. Dodd-Frank legislation deals with the impact of what happened within financial institutions specifically at the end of 2008. 

It is extremely important when dealing with industry specific vocabulary to briefly, and appropriately explain terminology and topics, even when writing to an audience of peers with familiarity on the subject. Discussing the subject in one’s own words helps to avoid unintentional plagiarism. Some of the terminology in the paper was either not clarified, such as “systemic loss” or “commercial paper,” or misused, such as the term contagion. One specific instance within the paper, there was a particularly wordy section followed by a citation for the Labonte, 2010. When this section was copied into Google©, it pulled up the exact article first on the list of hits which could be considered plagiarism. Writing a professional paper, does not require big, unconventional vocabulary words, where a word such as “combined” can be just as effective as a work like aggregate. Read reviews for understanding and discuss them in familiar vocabulary rather than trying to reword the review to avoid plagiarism or misrepresentation.
The greatest opportunity for improvement of this review lies in organization and structure. The thesis was not clear, based on the content, and the flow of the paper was hard to follow. To address organization of the topics, consider how the articles are alike and how they are different. Look for common threads where discussions can converge as well as obvious differences. Consider industries, such as the banking, investment and legal entities. When topics divide by industry, look for positives and negatives voiced by each. Once divisions have been determined, create an outline to give structure to what is already written, and consider where to using headings to categorize divisions. Be sure to format headings in correct APA format. Such organization of topics under headings will give the topics better structure, and the reader will flow from section to section with greater understanding. 
A less specific issue of structure is to create connections between paragraphs within a topic since discontinuity between paragraphs was noted throughout the review. This stems from the earlier suggestion to outline the topics, and use headings to divide the information into coherent subtopics. Paragraphs within a single topic should flow naturally from one paragraph to the next, and if not, consider revising or perhaps using an addition heading to differentiate, or omit unnecessary information. For instance, discussion of Regulation Q and the Volker Rule seemed out of place, so consider if these topics fit for better flow.
Once the content and structure issues are addressed, thorough proofreading of the reorganized document is essential. There exists a variety of misuses of punctuation as well as other grammatical and APA format errors, which can easily be fixed. 
When using anagrams, be sure to spell out the first instance in the document, such as SEC, Securities and Exchange Commission. For professional, Master’s level papers, do not abbreviate things such as “…non Us banking entity…” where United States should be spelled out in its entirety. 

Another error involves the incorrect use of a hyphen or dash where perhaps a colon, semicolon or nothing would have been more correct. Use a single hyphen only to divide words, and three hyphens, which amount to a dash, for emphasis. There are a number of questions which are out of place in a professional paper and should be reworded into a statement. A quick review of the correct use of colons, semicolons and other punctuation throughout the document would also be in order. 
A number of times in the document, subject verb agreement was incorrect such as on page nine where it states “…requirement for investment advisers to register with the federal government (SEC) have…” where the word “have” is modifying requirement, not advisers so it would be correct to change requirement to requirements. Also on page nine, it states “…can be summed as follows:” where summarized would likely be a more appropriate word. Following this statement, there are number of direct, partial quotes, and other text which is not quoted, included in a list, which makes it very hard to understand where the information originated.

There are also a number of APA format errors, and the required table was not included. The running head is Annotated Bibliography rather than the actual title of the review. The title should not be at the top of the second page, nor should the heading Introduction appear. For quotes longer than three lines, the quotes should be indented one half inch from each margin with no quotation marks, such as the long quote on the top of page four. Finally, there is inconsistent width of hanging indents on the reference page. Since simple typographical errors and misuse of punctuation were found throughout the document, it may be helpful to put these punctuation marks into find in Word© to search all instances to make sure they are used properly. 
Once edits on structure and format have been made, a suggestion for the final proof is to read the document backwards from the top of the last page down, followed by the second page, top down, and so on. Errors may appear more readily when read out of order. Often, when reading a long document through repeatedly, errors are missed when read in order since it has been read so many times the author nearly knows it by heart. Restructuring and implementing a final proof to detect errors will greatly improve the quality and flow of this literature review.
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