

Response to Reviewer 1 Comments
Dear peer reviewer:
Thank you very much for your valuable opinions on this manuscript, combined with your opinions in the manuscript are revised, now for your main comments are answered as follows.
Point 1: The abstract needs to be corrected. A properly constructed abstract contains: key concept(s), basic aspects of materials, results and conclusions that summarize not only the current state of knowledge, but also address new solutions. The length of the abstract is of 200 words.
Response 1: I have revised the abstract of the manuscript and made deletions.
Point 2: Keywords cannot coincide with title of the article.
[bookmark: _Hlk115817665]Response 2: I have revised the keywords of the manuscript and now the keywords are biostimulants, urea, nitrogen transformation, nitrogen use efficiency.
Point 3: The introduction contains a number of side elements. However, important elements concerning the operation of N inhibitors have been omitted.
Response 3: I have made corrections and deletions to the introduction, and emphasized the purpose and significance of this study. 
Point 4: The objectives of the work require re-editing so that the reader gets the essence of the scientific problem.
Response 4: Revisions have been made in the introduction to highlight the key purpose of this study, as detailed in the revised manuscript.
Point 5: What was the basis for the nitrogen dose being lower than the P and K dose? Such a small dose could have a significant impact on the obtained test results. In this type of experiment there should be at least two doses of nitrogen !!!
Response 5: The N application amount set in this experiment was 0.7g N per kg of dry soil, while the P and K applications were 0.12 and 0.15g per kg of dry soil, respectively, and the N application amount was higher than the P and K. This application amount was able to ensure the normal growth of maize.
Point 6: The obtained results for each of the tested characteristics should be compared with the combination with nitrogen (only urea), and not with the absolute control.
Response 6: In the results, discussion and conclusion, the effect of adding SE and inhibitors on N transformation and maize yield compared to urea is described. The purpose of this study was to use SE to enhance the performance of traditional inhibitors fertilizers, so most of the results are directed to the effect of applying NBPT, DMPP and CP with SE on N transformation and yield compared to NBPT, DMPP and CP alone.
Point 7: All Figures should be supplemented with the development phase expressed in the BBCH scale.
Response 7: I have added the growth stages of maize in the BBCH-scale to the materials and methods, tables and figures in the manuscript.
Point 8: Figures in tables contain too many characters, which reduces their legibility. The readability of the tables is very poor. Each table must describe the fertilizer combinations.
Response 8: I have revised it in the manuscript.
Point 9: The discussion should be reworked. In this type of work, the discussion should begin with the end result, i.e. grain yield. It is the end result that determines the value of the tested fertilizer prototypes. Traits with little effect on yield cannot be discussed widely. Detailed comments are included directly into the text.
Response 9: I strongly agree with your opinion that crop yield is a key criterion for evaluating a fertilizer formulation, although the combination of DMPP and SE did not benefit the DMPP effect, the combination of DMPP and SE still increased maize yield and NUE, so we suggest the combination of DMPP and SE for application. At the same time, the purpose of this experiment was to investigate the effect of SE in combination with inhibitors on N transformation and yield, and changes in N transformation characteristics often resulted in changes in maize yield, so we first discussed the N transformation characteristics and then further discussed the effect of fertilizer formulation on yield and NUE. The discussion and conclusion of the manuscript have also been revised.
Point 10: Why not 2020 as presented for China?
Response 10: The problematic areas here have been corrected, and the main purpose here is to emphasize that fertilizer application will increase at a faster rate as crop yields increase.
Point 11: Variety, FAO class!!
Response 11: The maize used in this experiment is a late maturing variety on FAO standards, with a growth period of 121 to 130 days.
Point 12: Methods of extractable P and K extraction. State assessment - soil fertility classes. The same is true for measuring pH and organic matter.
Response 12: Additions have been made to the manuscript, as detailed in the revised manuscript.
Point 13: extremely?!
Response 13: By analysis, the added CP treatments were significantly higher than the other treatments at the 0.05 level.
Point 14: The index values were the lowest in each phase of maize growth. The result in Table 2 for N-NH4 is perhaps an artifact. The submitted application is not entitled; this is scientific speculation.
Response 14: From the results we concluded that CP still inhibits nitrification at the maize seedling stage and that the PNR is low, resulting in the presence of higher concentrations of NH4+ in the soil.
Point 15: The differences in grain yields between the combinations with the tested fertilizer prototypes were not significant. The remaining features are only used to explain the reason for the lack of yield differences.
Response 15: The conclusion has been simplified and revised, as detailed in the revised manuscript.
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