Dear Prof. Ljiljana Damjanović Vasilić,
Thank you for your email with the Reviewers comments on our paper. 
Following your Comments we improved resolution of the figures and checked the titles of the axes. 

Please find below implementation of the Reviewers Comments and a copy of the revised paper as attached file. All corrections in the copy are made in red.
Implementation of the Reviewers’ Comments:

The authors would like to thank the Reviewers for very careful work on the paper and the Comments which are very useful for improving of the presented manuscript.

RE: REVIEWER A COMMENTS
General comments:
Regarding the Reviewer’s comment about readability of the manuscript we would like to mention that all the Reviewers comments were taken into account and the text has been largely reworked.

Taking into consideration the Reviewer’s comment on missing information in experimental part, this part was markedly updated in the revised version. More specifically, details on adsorption experiments, zeta potential measurements, on analysis of the surfactants, evaluation of critical micelle formation concentrations, on preparation of the surfactants mixtures, determination of the mole fractions of the surfactants in the mixed solutions  were added to “Materials and Methods” section (pages 3-6).
As per the Reviewer’s comment on discussion of the results we would like to mention the presentation/discussion of the results was revised accordingly to the Reviewers comments.

As per the Reviewer’s comment on adsorbent characterization we would like to mention that the sorbent surface before and after surfactants adsorption was characterized by measurements of zeta potential values of CB particles. The relevant explanations were added to “Material and Methods” section (page 5) and to discussion of the results on page 7.
Following  the Reviewer’s comment, the precision of the experiments was indicated in the “Materials and Methods” section and the standard deviations were added to the experimental data in Fig. 2-5 and Tables 1 and 2.
Detail comments:

1. Lines 12-14 and 16-19: Taking into account the Reviewer’s comments, the abstract was rewritten to make the text more clear. 
2. Lines 114-16: Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment on equation 2 the required details and citation [24] were added on page 4.
3. Lines 120, 122: According to the Reviewer’s comments on methods to evaluate the surfactants concentrations the relevant clarification added to the text on pages 4 and 5. 
4. Lines 133-137: Concerning the Reviewer’s comments we would like to mention that the equation 2 was removed and the text was revised (page 6) as parameters of the Langmuir isotherm were not used for discussion of the obtained results in the present study.
5. Lines 141-143: Concerning the Reviewer’s comments on the adsorption plateau in Fig. 2, we admit that the equilibrium concentration value of 4×10-2 mol L-1 was reported by mistake. It was replaced by the correct value of 7×10-4 mol L-1. 
Also taking into account the Reviewer’s comment on “strong adsorption” the text was properly revised (page 7) 
6. Line 153: According to the Reviewer’s comment the needed clarification was added to the text on page 7.

7. Lines 159-160. Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment, the statement related to correlation between the amount of the adsorbed surfactant and zeta potential value was removed from the text.
8. Line 166: As explained in #4 and according to the Reviewer’s comments the text has been corrected (page 7).
9. Line 181: As per the Reviewer’s comments zeta potential values of CB particles with adsorbed TX-100 and TX-305 surfactants were added to Fig. 3.
10. Line 238: Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment, the appropriate references [35,36] related to formation of the mixed adsorption layers at solid surface were added to the text on page 10.
11. Lines 248-249: Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment, the equation 3 and appropriate explanation related to calculation of the surfactant composition in the mixed solutions was added to the ‘Materials and Methods” on page 5. 
 RE: REVIEWER B COMMENTS: 

1. Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment the text was repeatedly checked and the required changes were incorporated through the  manuscript. 
2. According to the Reviewer’s comment, the repetitions on the goal of the study, role of hydrophobic interactions, mixed surfactants aggregates, the order of Triton X surfactants in the mixed adsorption layers were eliminated from the text.
3 According to the Reviewer’s comment on sorbent preparation we added details on experimental conditions and the appropriate citation [23] on page 3. CB was thermally treated for graphitization purpose. We would also like to mention that because of the source material and the method of production, the commercial CB typically contains varying quantities of adsorbed by-products (polar and non polar) from the production process. Extraction with hexane and washing of CB with water before the adsorption experiments is aimed to remove nonpolar and polar impurities, respectively from the sorbent. The similar pre-treatment of CB was used previously [19]. 
4. As per the Reviewer’s comment, the liquid to solid ratio as well as details on preparation of the surfactants mixtures and composition of the mixed solutions were specified in “Materials and Methods”  on page 5.
5. As per the Reviewer’s comment the details on zeta potential measurements were added to “Materials and Methods” on page 6.
6. Concerning the Reviewer’s comment we would like to mention that the sorbent surface was characterized by measuring zeta potential values of CB before and after adsorption of the surfactants (Fig. 2, 3). The relevant explanations were added to “Material and Methods” section (page 5) and to discussion of the results on page 7. Please note the zeta potential value of CB particles without cationic surfactant adsorbed is very low (-0.2 mV) (page 7). Such low values of zeta potential indicate a practical lack of chargeable active sites at the sorbent surface28
7. As per the Reviewer’s comment regarding the surfactants quantification, we would like to note that this means that Triton X 100 presence does not interfere determination of HDPB content in the mixture by using two-phase titration method and vice versa HDPB presence does not interfere the evaluation of Triton X by spectrophometric method.  
Concerning the Reviewer’s comment on two-phase titration we would like to mention that in this method, an indicator such as hydrophobic dye tetrabromophenolphthalein ethyl ester, is added to aqueous solution with cationic surfactant  in the presence of 1,2-dichloroethane. The indicator and the cationic surfactant form an ion pair that is blue in colour. This mixture is then subsequently titrated with the sodium salt of tetraphenyl borate. Under these conditions the dye-surfactant complex is replaced by a tetraphenyl borate-surfactant complex, with subsequent protonation of the indicator. A color change from blue to yellow in the organic phase resulted when the equivalence point was passed. Knowing the concentration of tetraphenyl borate in the titrant solution the amount of cationic surfactant can be determined. 
Taking into account the Referee’s comment the details on two phase titration method were added to the text on page 5 as follows: “...the contents of HDPB in the solutions were evaluated by two-phase titration method with sodium salt of tetraphenyl borate as titrant and tetrabromophenolphthalein ethyl ester as indicator”.
8. Concerning the Reviewer’s comment we would like to mention that the measurements of zeta potential values of CB particles indicate the lack of chargeable active sites at CB surface. On the other hand hydrophobic interactions between alkyl macromolecular chains of the surfactants and the graphite surface are well recognized as the main force involved in the surfactant adsorption at CB surfaces [2,24].

9. Concerning the Reviewer’s comment we would like to mention that as seen in Fig. 3 zeta potential values of the CB particles increase after adsorption of HDPB molecules. This might be explained by the fact that HDPB molecules adsorb with their alkyl hydrophobic groups at CB surface while the hydrophilic cationic groups of the surfactant protrude into the aqueous phase and impose the positive zeta potential to CB particles. The magnitude of zeta potential of the sorbent increases with the amount of HDPB adsorbed at CB surface.

10. As per the Reviewer’s comment, the method for evaluation of critical micelle concentrations is added to “Materials and Methods” on page 5.
11. As per the Reviewer’s comment, the concentration values of solution 1 added to legends in Fig. 4 and Fig.5.
12. Concerning the Reviewer’s comment we would like to mention that β parameter in the Rubin –Rosen model “is empirical parameters measuring the deviation from nonideality and related to the molecular interaction between the two surfactants in the mixed monolayer...” [33, page 212]. The clarification is added to text on page 11.
13. As per the Reviewer’s comment the details on the Ruben-Rosen approach were incorporated to the text and the relevant references [33-36] related to Ruben-Rosen model were added to the discussion (page 10).
14. Concerning the Reviewer’s comment we would like to mention that the available literature related to adsorption of the surfactant mixtures at carbon black and other hydrophobic sorbents are rather limited indeed. Taking into account the Reviewer’s comment we repeated the search and two additional studies related to the adsorption of surfactants mixtures on activated carbon were found. Activated carbon, unlike carbon black, is porous carbonaceous sorbent but we added these studies [21,22] to the list of the references and the relevant discussion was incorporated to Introduction on page 3. 
We hope that the corrections we made are satisfactory.
Yours sincerely

Dr. Olga Kochkodan
