

Response to Reviewer 3 Comments 
Thank your very much for your work!
Point 1: Please proofread your manuscript before final submission. There are some typos and grammatical errors in the manuscript. For example, “106” should be “106” in Line 35. Also, “conclude” should be “concluded” in Line 73.
Response 1: It was done.
Point 2: In Line 89, the first letter in “figure 1” should be capital. This rule applies to the rest of the manuscript. 
Response 2: It was done.
Point 3: In Line 90, the authors mentioned that there were two electronic taps and two manual taps. What are the authors’ selection criteria on these taps? More information is needed regarding the difference between E1 and E2 or M1 and M2 (size? design? material?). 
Response 3: We added some more information: Line 91 – 98. Our goal was to test common water taps. The selection was also made considering the volume of stagnant water. Unfortunately, the exact stagnation water volume is not known. No drawings are available of tap M1 and the exact volume (including screw connections and hoses) is also not known for the other taps. It can only be determined optically that M2 is much larger than M1 and thus has a much larger stagnation water volume. The electronic fittings were originally intended to be used in a different version, which was not available. Therefore, two similar models were chosen. There is a difference in the volume of the stagnation water. E1 has a larger stagnation water volume than E2.
Point 4: I understand that the authors used ANOVA analysis for statistical tests. Please add the p value in your manuscript when the authors indicated “no statistically significant differences” in Line 306 or 309. 
Response 4: Done

Point 5: From my humble opinion, it would be appropriate to incorporate the “limitations of this study” in the Discussion section rather than Conclusion section. 

Response 5: We added the “limitations” at the end of the discussion part.

Kind regards,
Anja Knecht
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