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Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

Avoid repeated use of human salivary alpha amylase in 

the text as you have already explained the term in 

abstract. So better to use HSαA in the text.  

 

Many things are exaggerated means while giving the 

reference of authors own paper the terms re-enacted, 

choice of my discretion can be avoided. Also the length of 

sentences should be cut short.  

  

In methods section for using a specific technique, its 

related discussion can be avoided. E.g. pg-6: section 3.2.1. 

discussing why centrifugation is used to obtain clear 

filtrate is not needed. 

The advice is noted and carried out. HSαA is 

consistently used after first mention. 

Explanation as to why centrifugation was used is 

deleted.  
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The manuscript is designed well. The methods, results 

and discussion section are well described. Figures can be 

more clear. Conclusion is according to the objectives. 

 

 

The figures were improved as requested. The 

figures were enlarged to achieve clarity. 

 


