Rebuttal Letter
Dear Editor
We sincerely thank you and the reviewers for the time and effort spent evaluating our manuscript titled “Physicochemical Characterization of Chlorella vulgaris Starch for Potential Bioplastic Applications”. We appreciate the constructive feedback provided, which has helped us improve the quality and clarity of the work. We have carefully revised the manuscript in response to all comments. Below, we provide a point-by-point response. 
We would like to inform you that the revisions made in response to the Editor’s comments have been highlighted in green, whereas those addressing Reviewer 1’s comments have been highlighted in yellow and those addressing Reviewer 2’s comments have been highlighted in blue for ease of identification.

Response to Editor’s Comments 
Comment 1: Only the first letter of article title and headings is capitalized.
Response 1: Addressed 
Comment 2: In table captions "Table x." must be in bold, where x is the table number.
Response 2: Addressed
Comment 3: References are not formatted correctly.
Response 3: Addressed
Response to Reviewer I Comments 
Comment 1: Add one explanatory figure or graphical abstract.
Response 1: Thank you for the suggestion. A graphical abstract has been added to the revised manuscript.
Comment 2: Moderate some statements regarding future industrial adoption.
Response 2: Addressed (Challenges and future prospects, second paragraph).
Comment 3: Expand discussion of techno-economic analysis and life-cycle assessment studies.
Response 3: Addressed (Introduction, fifth paragraph).
Response to Reviewer II Comments 
Comment 1: The narrative states microalgal TPS is "more ductile but less rigid" and that impurities "disrupt network formation," but Table 5 shows the opposite for T. obliquus vs. corn TPS: lower elongation at break accompanies higher tensile strength and Young's modulus. This needs to be reconciled rather than left as an apparent contradiction.
Response 1: Thank you for this valuable observation. To eliminate the ambiguity and ensure consistency between the text and Table 5, the table has been revised accordingly.
Comment 2: Consolidated summary table: currently the microalgae-vs-crop comparison is spread across Tables 1–4 (Section 2) plus Table 5 (Section 3); a single summary table would help.
Response 2: The tables were designed to remain separate because they synthesize different categories of information that cannot be combined without losing conceptual clarity. A merged table would become large, heterogeneous, and less useful for readers, whereas the current format allows focused comparison within each theme. 
Comment 3: No search strategy or inclusion/exclusion criteria are stated anywhere in the manuscript.
Response 3: As this manuscript is a critical narrative review rather than a systematic review, formal inclusion and exclusion criteria are not applicable. The literature discussed was selected to provide a coherent and focused critical evaluation of microalgal starch and its relevance to bioplastic development.
Comment 4: Recommend inserting a short "Review Scope and Approach" paragraph at the end of Section 1 (Introduction), before Section 2 begins.
Response 4: Thank you for the suggestion. The scope of the review is already outlined in the Introduction. However, to further clarify the review approach and the basis for literature selection and synthesis, a statement has been added at the end of the Introduction section.

