JHS INSTRUCTIONS FOR DOCUMENTING MANUSCRIPT REVISIONS IN 

TABLE OF REVISIONS FORMAT
Make a 3-column table in a word processing program.
In the first column and in numerical order, paste each reviewer remark on a separate row.
In the second column, write your response. If you disagree with the reviewer’s remark, say why.
In the third column, copy and paste the modified text from your revised manuscript. If the revision is lengthy, indicate the relevant line numbers from the revised manuscript. Do not leave a box blank. If you did not make a change, say “no change.”
	Numbered Reviewer Remark and Manuscript Line Number
	Author Response
	Revised Manuscript Line Number and Text Change

	Reviewer 1:
	
	

	1. line 17  please include range of patient ages
	OK
	Line 17. “The patients ranged in age from 24-52.”

	2. line 47  It is JHS style to use “significant” only with respect to statistical connotations, please change “significant” to “noteworthy” or “clinically meaningful”
	OK
	Line 47. “The patient made noteworthy improvements in motion and strength even after the discontinuance of formal hand therapy.”

	3. lines 92-107  Results are reported in pounds. Please convert to metric equivalents.
	OK
	See lines 92-108. All grip strengths now reported in kilograms force.

	4. line 167 The point that the two described treatments are equally effective may be true but is not supported by the data in this study.
	Right. We have referenced that sentence to a previously published paper. 
	Line 175. “According to Swanson and Oglethorp, these two treatments are equally effective.(34)”

	Reviewer 2:
	
	

	5.  lines 140-206  While the manuscript presents useful biomechanical and gross anatomical support for the authors’ hypothesis, the absence of histological evidence creates a major deficiency.
	We agree that histological analysis would have been helpful. We disagree that its absence is a major deficiency. Nonetheless, we have addressed this point in the revision.
	Line 204 “Another weakness of the study is the absence of histological analysis. We plan to add this element to our future investigations of this topic.”


	6. line 199  I think the author means “thorough” rather than “through”
	We do in fact mean “thorough” and that is how the manuscript reads. The reviewer must have misread this word.
	No change

	6. Figures 3-7 are irrelevant to the author’s message and should be deleted.
	We have deleted figures 3-6. We have cropped figure 7 and added arrows to highlight the pathology 
	Figure 7 becomes Figure 3.
Figure 8 becomes Figure 4.


When finished, upload this file at www.ees.elsevier.com/jhs 
