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REVIEWERS' COMMENTS:
Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author):

The authors have addressed all my previous comments satisfactory and the revised manuscript is
greatly improved. | don't have any additional questions, except for couple remarks:

1. SAXS data have been removed from the text and figures, however the description of SAXS
experiments still remains in the methods. It should be removed as well.

2. Regarding crystallographic data collection details, | didn't mean adding them to Table 1. They are
typically provided in the methods. But | don't have any problem with the way how they are
presented in the table in the current version, if it complies with the journal style. Please, mention
what detector was used for data collection.



