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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This article attempts to investigate different technologies, including the use of a bioreactor, that could be utilized in food quality control labs. However, it does not clarify why and how these technologies would be applied in these labs. In particular, it is unclear which labs the article refers to and what is exactly the type of waste they are supposed to manage. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think should change or the context of the article should be updated. 
It refers to food waste management in quality control laboratories, but there is not any information in the article about either the quality or the quantity of these waste. Also, I think innovations are not related to the bioreactor but with the alternative management pathways. The paper does not provide specifications about the bioreactor which means a PFR or a CSTR as an example.

Possible title: Sustainable bio-based approaches to food waste management in quality control laboratories 


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	I would like to see more information about the conclusion and maybe a small comparison between the proposed technologies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From scientific point of view, just a few comments. I am not sure it is appropriate to mention “Bioreactor technology is a promising solution..”, which is the beginning of the last paragraph in introduction. Bioreactor is just a reactor where biotechnological processes are conducted. In addition, regarding the content of article, I would like to see more compact scientific information. For instance, the phrase “In small lab experiments with food-based organic waste, you can get between 0.2 and 0.35 CH₄/kg VS”, I think refers to Biochemical Methane Potential (BMP) test, which is a protocol to study the methane potential. Last but not least, as the title indicates review in innovations in these technologies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent but I think not sufficient.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language needs some improvement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Starting with the targeted waste, the article does not provide any information about its characteristics. Regarding the technologies selected, there is no explanation in methodology why these were chosen. In addition, methodology does not provide how these technologies will be evaluated and in which criteria. Finally, the comparison is not equal between the technologies, as for example the AD process referred only in one paragraph in each section (Results and Discussion and conclusions). As its supposed to be a review I would expect more detailed analysis.
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