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PART 1:
Journal Name: International Journal of Plant & Soil Science
Manuscript Number: 2013_IJPSS_6883

Title of the Manuscript:

Northern Tanzania

An integrated soil fertility management decision support tool for coffee: model structure and calibration for

PART 2:

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)

Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

Lines 1-4: Title: The title is complicated and should be chethtp a simpler one.
Because, the “system” is not clear; direct targétleveloping” is a model; calibration
itself is a method (procedure) for developing a elpdnd an appendix matter.
Abbreviation (ISFM) should not be used in titletl&iis better to be “Developing a coffe
yield prediction model using integrated soil fétgilmanagement for northern Tanzania”
similar one like this.

Line 19:(more than 1.5 m) should be (usually mbentl.5 m), considering the author’s
response.

Lines 101-104 and 124-126f Tables 1 and 2 were not derived by the authatation
should be added in just below Tables 1 and 2.

Lines 155, 157, 195, and 403:*"Maximum yield” wagsdisbut “maximum possible yield”
was also used in line 280 and in abstract. If maxmyield is the same with maximum
possible yield, either “maximum yield” or “maximupossible yield” should be used
consistently.

Line 205:“Figure 5.1” should be “Figure 1"

Lines 204-205: From the author’s response, “pHggioal nutrient use efficiency” and
“maximum possible yields per tree” were used agpthat factor in addition to the plant
density. Those two factors should be added inr€idu
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Line 227: The meaning of the parameter fD shoulg@rosided in the texor in the Table
of “DEFINITIONS, ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS".

Lines 302-308: In Fig. 3, a statement that 16 {goird fertilizer rates x 4 plant densities.
12 points = 12 different NPK combinations shouldadded just below each figure for easy
understanding.

In addition, the possible reason that why the diffiee was observed in % value (i.e. the
difference of 80 % and 100%) should be providethitext.

D

Appendix 1: According to author’s response, attlédggpendix 1 is required, but there ar
two appendixes. Appendix 2 should be deleted.

In addition, the use of appendix is unusual foaeademic paper. Please examine if the
appendix 1 could be included in the text.

Note: Anonymous Reviewer
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