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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1 The title “Effect of non-classic form of fertilizers 
on soil chemical properties, growth of zucchini 
plant and N2O emission” is suggested 
 
2 Abstract 
>It is not necessary to cite references in the 
abstract. 
 
3 Material and methods 
>How much nitrogen fertilizer applied in each 
treatment, what amount of humic acid and proline 
were applied in a plot or hectare? Please give the 
detailed data. 
>I think that equation of Millar et al. (2010) is 
unsuitable enough for adoption under this 
experimental conditions (please check the original 
paper) 
 
4 Results and discussion 
>There are no symbols representing significant 
differences and also there are no standard 
deviations in table 3-7, should be indicated using *, 
** or a, b, c ect and ±n.  
> In table 3 why are the soil available N (%) higher 
in humic acid and proline + 1/2 NH4NO3 treatments 
than that in NH4NO3 treatment in two seasons? 
> In table 7 only shown N2O (CO2 equivalent) data, 
why did not include direct CO2 emission even 
CH4? So that to assess emission of the total GHGs. 
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>the discussion section is not enough, such as cite 
references and explain reasons or mechanisim of 
humic acid and proline stimulating N using 
efficiency. 
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

1 line 8-12, in abstract section: “To evaluate the effect 
of non-classic N fertilizer forms i.e  coffee husk (organic 
waste), humic acid (organic acid) + ½ NH 4 NO 3 and 
proline (amino acid)+ ½ NH 4 NO 3 compared to 
ammonium nitrate as traditional mineral fertilizer, 
through ground and foliar application, on some soil 
chemical properties of the studied clay soil, and….” 
 
2 line 97:The climatic data at Dokki site during the 
summer seasons (from June to August) in 2014 and 
2015.  Fig. 1 should be cancelled, described using 
words. 
 
3 line 101: 30 cm in distance between plants? 
 
4 line 115: Humic acid and proline were added as foliar 
application at vegetative growth stage. When applied 
and how many times. 
 
5 line 124: fruit fresh and dry weights (g/plant or plot?) 
 
6 line 135: fertilizer characteristics? 
 
7 line 137-140: the sentence described  is general 
knowledge. 
 
8 line 151-152: The CO2-e equivalent emission for 
each gas (CO2 , N2O and CH4 ) were summed 
together to give total CO2-e. Did the values of CO2-e 
equivalent emission in table 7 include warming 
potentials of three greenhouse gases? 
 
9 line 167 and 178: table 3? 
 
10 line 171-173: the sentence should be rewritten. 
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Optional/General comments 
 

11 the language need seriously polished. 
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