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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

From lines# 65 to 67, you mentioned swelling of the salivary gland in HIV patients which
might lead to changing in the amount of salivary composition, so you should have selected
HIV patients with the swelling of the salivary gland. In your study, you did not use this
condition but you found the changing in the amounts of amylase and electrolytes in HIV
patients’ salivary. And then you concluded your results that the levels of chemicals in HIV
patients’ salivary represented their amounts in blood which are not recently applicable.
These chemicals are still necessary to be measured from blood sample, not saliva. And
because HIV is transmitted by all patients’ blood and secretions including saliva, the use of
saliva for laboratory testing is not accepted. If you kept on your hypothesis and selected
HIV patients with the swelling of salivary gland, your results might be clinically valuable for
explaining why HIV patients had the swelling of their salivary gland.

Your points are appreciated. However, our study design was constrained in
scope; only actually geared towards comparing changes in electrolytes and
salivary amylase compositions.
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