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	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 manuscript provides a timely and comprehensive synthesis of current methods, emerging technologies, and knowledge gaps in liquid food waste treatment, a domain that remains underrepresented despite its substantial environmental and economic relevance. By integrating conventional biological processes with advanced valorization and recovery strategies, it reframes liquid food waste from a disposal challenge into a resource within a circular bioeconomy. Its cross-sectoral perspective, spanning energy recovery, nutrient recycling, and high-value product generation, offers a coherent framework that can guide both future research priorities and industrial practice. As such, it serves as a valuable reference for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners seeking sustainable, systems-level solutions to food waste management 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested Alternative: Liquid Food Waste Treatment and Valorization: Current Methods, Emerging Technologies, and Sustainability Perspectives
	

	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.


	The abstract is largely comprehensive and clearly states the problem, scope, and intent of the review, particularly with respect to environmental impacts and treatment technologies. However, it would benefit from a more explicit mention of the circular bioeconomy framework and the specific role of valorization pathways in converting liquid food waste into high value products. Briefly highlighting key treatment categories covered and the main knowledge gaps identified would strengthen its focus, while minor trimming of repetitive statements on food waste magnitude could improve conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the concepts, mechanisms, and processes described are consistent with established literature in food waste management, anaerobic digestion, fermentation, composting, and valorization. The interpretations of treatment pathways and product recovery are generally accurate and supported by appropriate references. Minor improvements could be made by tightening definitions in a few sections and ensuring consistent use of technical terms, but these do not undermine the overall scientific validity of the work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and largely up to date, with strong coverage from the last five years that supports the review’s technical scope and conclusions. The manuscript could be further strengthened by adding one or two recent, high impact synthesis papers on circular bioeconomy frameworks for food waste and large scale liquid digestate management, particularly from journals such as Waste Management, Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, or Bioresource Technology. Including a recent policy or systems level review linking liquid food waste valorization to climate mitigation targets would also enhance the broader relevance of the work.


	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication and the manuscript is understandable throughout. However, moderate editing is needed to improve clarity, tighten sentence structure, and correct occasional grammatical inconsistencies and repetition. A careful language revision would enhance readability and precision without requiring substantive changes to the scientific content.
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