[bookmark: _GoBack]Editor’s Comment:
The article is a good work, however, it requires supplementation. I agree with one of Reviewer which point to need more tools for validation the results. I propose that author(s) should review the work for this purpose and complete the results with comparative results. For example, the secondary structure prediction can be check with other tools, like JPred or PsiPred. Besides, the proportions of peroxidase secondary structures check with trRosetta are presented twice, i.e. in the Material and Methods (subsection 2.3) and in the Results and Discussion (subsection 3.1). These are the results, so there is no need to evoke its in the Methods. I don't know that this concerns only version that I received, but a Figure 1 is illegible, with very weakly seen sequences designations. Even if it is an original results it should be processed for better visualization. These are all my reservations.
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