Krystal Huffaker
Molecular Life Sciences Writing Lab
2/26/19
Draft cover letter to the Editor:

Dear Editor, 
In this document is my revised Microreview manuscript. To address the concerns and comments raised by the 3 reviewers, reading my revision requested, here is a list of the critiques I implemented into my manuscript in hopes to make this manuscript eligible for publication. 
Sincerely, 
Krystal Huffaker
· The first change I made was the title. One of the reviewers added their own from what they got from the review and I believe it suited the manuscript better. 
· I added in text citations. 
· Edited the final sentence of the abstract to lead more into the coliform testing which helps to determine if viruses can be in the water also. 
· Took all grammatical advice to fix errors throughout manuscript. 
· Provided more localized information for measles outbreaks per reviewer request. 
· Added more information throughout the manuscript to provide more detail and decrease any confusion there might be. 
Reviewer 1:
My first reviewer (Huffaker 1 file) was the most critical and the most helpful. Tips given in the summary seemed less factually correct than the statements made in the manuscript. In the same summary they requested not to use the coliform test which is recommended by the EPA and Labs throughout the United states as an indicator of bacteria and viruses. So, the factual weakness summary was not implemented into the manuscript because I did not agree with the reviewer. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, the relevance/importance summary was implemented, and I did re-word the abstract to say that virus detection does exist, and that there are reasons as to why specific virus detection is not used more frequently. In the clarity summary is where most revisions were made. Most of these tips I corrected in the manuscript, except for tips 5 & 6. 5 is explained in the manuscript and 6 seems as if the reviewer did not read thoroughly to see that viruses are an Unregulated monitoring test. 
Reviewer 2: 
My second reviewer (Huffaker 2 file) was helpful as well, in the smaller details. I added in text citations, gave more examples and details throughout the text, and looked over the flow of the manuscript.
Reviewer 3:
My third reviewer (Huffaker 3 file) also recommended in text citations, more details, and rewording some of the paragraphs. So clearly those factors were the most important in revising this manuscript.  
Overall all three reviewers were helpful, since two of them suggested similar things, it made the revision that much more important. The other seemed like a know-it-all, but the critiques were helpful. 
