RESPONSE TO REVIEWERS

REFEREE: #1
Comments to the Author

1.  Page 8, lines 181-184, the following sentences are not correct and have nothing to do with results obtained in this manuscript, and therefore should be deleted: ”The glass transition temperature is structure sensitive due to steric effects and intra- or inter-molecular interaction. It can indicate change in the structure of a polymer chain and also crosslinking. In general, decreasing of Tg means a scission of the polymer chains and increasing leads to the crosslinking of the polymer33.”
2. If the DSC curve (a) given on Figure 6 is the result of the pure PVB film prepared using ethanol, than the reason for the Tg decrease could be the presence of the residual solvent, which than acted as plastificator and led to the reduction of the Tg value.
Answer:
The authors agreed with reviewer’s comments and from that reason revised manuscript is changed according to these comments.
3. Tg values shown in Figure 6 should be given as whole numbers, since the difference in the first and second decimals between Tg values can be considered as experimental error. When the whole numbers for Tg are used, then it is obvious that there is no difference between obtained Tg values for schrenz/PVB and schrenz/PVBsep1 and 3%. The increase of Tg for 1oC for schrenz/PVBsep5% is too small to be considered as even slight change. Therefore, instead of the sentences on page 8, lines186-189:  “As the sepiolite content in the PVB coating increased, the Tg of the samples slightly increased. These results could suggest that chemical bonds were not formed between sepiolite nanoparticles and PVB, but the presence of the nanoparticles decreases the mobility of the polymer chains which resulted with slightly increasing of the glass transition temperature.“ authors should write that the presence of sepiolite nanoparticles in PVB coating showed no significant influence on the Tg value.
Answer:
The authors accepted reviewer’s suggestions and changed mentioned discussions. Also, in Figure 6, Tg values are given as whole numbers.
4. In Conclusions, second paragraph, the first sentence should be changed into: “The presence of sepiolite nanoparticles in PVB coating showed no significant influence on Tg value.”
Answer:
This correction was made.

5. Also, in Abstract page 1, line 11-12, the following sentence should be deleted: “The glass transition temperature of schrenz with PVB/sepiolite coatings slightly increased with increasing content of sepiolite.”
Answer:
This sentence was changed into: “The glass transition temperature of schrenz with PVB/sepiolite coatings was not changed with increasing content of sepiolite”.
6. wt.% should be written everywhere: Abstract, text, Serbian abstract
Answer:
This correction was made.

REFEREE: #2

1.  Please, be consistent in mentioning the form of sepiolite. Nanoparticles and nanofibers are alternatively used in the text, although they designate different morphological forms of sepiolite. May be simply, a term sepiolite could be the choice to avoid confusion. Make changes in Izvod also. 

2. Similarly, terms dispersed and deagglomerated are used as synonyms. I find the term dispersed as more appropriate in the context used to describe that sepiolite is (un/homogeneously ) distributed in the BVA matrix.  
Answer:
The term “nanoparticle” was moved from whole manuscript and only the term “sepiolite” was used. The term “nanofibers” was used in order to describe the form of sepiolite.

The authors agreed that the term “dispersed” is more appropriate to apply in manuscript.

3. No sepiolite nanofibers (but bundles!) can be spotted, as pointed in few places (e.g. Line 150). 
Answer:
This correction was made in revised manuscript.
4. To facilitate discussion on the microstructural features, which are of importance for investigated phenomenon, mark points of interest with arrows, stars or so. 
Answer:
Sepiolite was marked with arrows on micrographs (Figure 3, 4 and 5) in revised manuscript.
5. The first paragraph in Results and discussion section should be moved to Introduction, and slightly modified if necessary. 
Answer:
This paragraph was moved to Introduction.
6.  Introduction also lacks a brief description of the tensile testing next to the presentation of nanoidentation, as methods used for mechanical testing. The text on tensile energy adsorption (TEA) (line 209) should also be moved accordingly. 
Answer:
This correction was made in revised manuscript.
7.  Define pop-in and pop-out 
Answer:
“Pop-in” and “pop-out” are usually terms used to describe the discontinuity in the loading or unloading curve during nanoindentation. This is also explained in manuscript.
8.  Give dimension (and Sp) of sepiolite, either in Experimental (line 101) or in Results and discussion (line 140).
Answer:
The dimensions and specific surface area of sepiolite were presented in Experimental section in revised manuscript.

9.   (line 275) The sentence should be changed or deleted. 
Answer:
The sentence was delated

10. (line 272) instead of “comparing the force applied” in tensile testing and nanoidentation, please, just underline that data collected using both methods proved that 3%/PVB nanocomposite  gave the best improvement in mechanical  properties.
Answer:
This correction was made in revised manuscript.
11.  Authors should systematize in 2-3 sentences the discussion/explanation/reason for this result. Please reconsider discussion, Lines 149-151. And 204-205. Declination of mechanical properties above certain filler concentration is a phenomenon already reported in literature. Consider given explanation in Refs. 34, 35…. Can the result be correlated with the Tg findings? 
Answer:
The explanations of results were given in revised manuscript according to these comments.

12. Some sentences still need English corrections. 
Answer:
The manuscript was corrected by native English speaker.

13. Insert wt.% (instead of % ) throughout the manuscript as demanded by Referee 1.
Answer:
This correction was made.

