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1. Initial points to be considered:

· Does the subject fall within the scope of the journal?       FORMCHECKBOX 
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· Is this a novel and original contribution?         FORMCHECKBOX 
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· Are interpretations and conclusions sound, justified by the data and consistent with the objectives?           FORMCHECKBOX 
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2. If the paper is appropriate for review, then please consider the following:

· Does the title clearly reflect the contents?             FORMCHECKBOX 
Yes          FORMCHECKBOX 
No
Comment:
The tittle of the paper is hard to understand. I found “Study on biochar modified AgNO3” is difficult to understand what the authors mean. In English, readers may misunderstand that the authors used biochar to modify AgNO3 – which is impossible. I understand that you used AgNO3 to modify biochar so the title should be “biochar modified by AgNO3”. And study on cannot be put in the beginning of the phrase, it is a grammatically English mistake, I should be rephrased as “A study on” or “Studying the …”. And seafood processing wastewater should be written as seafood-processing wastewater
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Addition comment/guide to the author for:
1. Abstract: 
1. All the phrase “biochar modified AgNO3” should be rewritten
2. The authors used too many abbreviations in the Abstract (CF for example), Abstract should be clear and concise and avoid abbreviations. 

3. Technically, COD is not a matter but an indicator for the quality of water/wastewater so using “COD content” is not appropriate in this context.

4. Abstract is not lengthy but was not composed well. The authors used 70% of the content to explain the results of the experiment which is not necessarily the good information for the abstract. It is hard to understand the significant findings with all statistic presented. The authors should include the information about the characteristic of the sample wastewater and how did the experiments were implemented.
5. What is the role of AgNO3 in here, it appeared in the title of the paper but there is no information about AgNO3 was mentioned in the paper.

2. Introduction:

1. Add references for this statement “The water-quality parameters of untreated seafood processing wastewater are often reported many times higher than the National Technical Regulation on seafood processing wastewater - QCVN 11: 2015/MONRE. Therefore, seafood processing wastewater needs to be treated effectively to reduce levels of pollutants content before releasing into the environment.”

2. In the third paragraph, the transition from previous study on wastewater treatment using biochar to the coffee industry is suddenly steadfast. Why there is not many studies have been done so far on this subject while the use of biochar has already a long history. What is the traditional method to treat seafood processing wastewater? Is that effective, is there any pros and cons of the traditional methods that the authors based to develop the new method?

3. Why coffee ground was selected for experiment, can we change it to other materials.
4. Again, the role of the AgNO3 has not been carefully considered in the introduction. I personally think the use of AgNO3 is the most important finding for this research and It seems the authors have disregarded all the information for AgNO3. In all various way to modify a kind of material for water treatment, the use of AgNO2 is unique and should be focused on. 

3. Methods:

1. Materials and methods section should be separated between “Materials” and “Method”. The authors are mixing such two things together following the process they are doing on this research. In Materials, you put the information about the materials used in this study including the wastewater samples, coffee ground, chemicals v… In Methods section is where to put the process of doing experiments, ect.

2. How can you guarantee the quality of coffee ground? Is the any requirement on the collection of materials for the study? 
3. The section 3.2 is not necessary, instead you should put more detail information about the sampling of the treated wastewater.

4.  In 2.4 section, “GraphPad 6, Origin lab 9 and Excel 2010” is not the method but tools. The statistical analysis here should be linear regression or t-test vv… This section must be revised carefully.

4. Results and discussion
1. Once again, what is the role of AgNO3 here? Is there any better of AgNO3 compare to other famous chemicals for modification have been widely use?

2. In Figure 4, some Vietnamese letters need to be translated into English

3. The paper format must follow the template by the journal. Columns in page 6 were broken into 2 parts. Page number is not appropriately defined.

4. Figure 5 should be illustrated in line graph, because column chart does not suitable for time sequences. Same for Fig 6-8

5. What are the exceedance factors in Table 2? 
6. “Figure 5.  The COD adsorption capacity of four biochar materials after 1 h and 2 h (mg/L)” is a wrong statement. COD is not a pollutant but an indicator for water quality

7. The current experiments can show the effective of the material in treatment speed, how about the maximum treatment capacity? Adsorption is usually very fast and effective but never last long in the dense polluted environment. If it will deplete in just few hours so the use of the material is very limited. Pollution is a big issue in seafood wastewater treatment, using the biochar to treat it as one and only method is not possible because it is costly and even results in more hazardous waste from used materials. For that, the authors must focus on where to use the materials. Personally, I think the biochar materials are suitable to use in the last step of the treatment system – which aims to final remove of trace matter. The authors should also clarify it.
8. Technical terms must be used systematically, AgNO3 or nano silver?
9. Biochar treatment is surely not selective, it not only adsorbs NH4, microorganism, etc but also adsorb other pollutant as well. How can you measure the effect of other substances to your experiments? 
5. Conclusion:
10. Conclusion should recap the methodology and experiment setup as well; your conclusion just focus on the main results of the experiment is not enough
11. What is the pros and cons of using biochar in here? 

12. What is the follow up study after this research? 
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