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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is an appropriate article pointing out the benefit of a new detailed neurological examination over 

referral to a neurology/electorphysiological test. 
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is an interesting opinion paper. It is clear that the author has worked on these techniques for 

many years.  Minor comments:  1. The end of the title does not require a question mark.  2. Given 

the issues with specificity (noted below), consider substituting the word "basic" for "superficial" 

physical examination.   Major comments:  1. It would be useful to provide an algorithm of the 

techniques you employ in order to demonstrate that this is a systematic diagnostic approach that 

pinpoints a diagnosis.  2. There are reasons to avoid blind faith in technology (see Crit Care Med. 

2010 Feb;38(2):712-3.). However, even the author has noted that these techniques are sensitive, but 

not specific (BMC Neurol. 2014; 14: 90).  3. Despite the use and improvement of these diagnostic 

techniques, you still comment that "this validated physical approach may eventually constitute a step 

towards improved prevention and treatment of work-related upper limb disorders". Is there any 

evidence that use of these diagnostic techniques improves outcomes? If so, provide that evidence.   
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