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Answer to comments from the reviewer.

Comments from the reviewer were left intentionally in this document and written in
roman font. Our answers are written in italics.

Anonymous Referee 3

This is a very nice paper giving insights into the effects of changes in net primary
production and leaf litter inputs on the stoichiometry of plant biomass, litter, microbial
biomass and changes in soil nutrients. In the context of global change, the authors
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manipulated the litter inputs to soils and continuously monitored changes in the eco-
logical stoichiometry for a number of years. Their results suggest that only very High
additions of plant litter (twice the natural inputs) strongly affect the C:N:P stoichiometry
in grassland ecosystems, which are mainly resilient to lower –more realistic changesin
input additions.

I find the manuscript to be mostly well written, although some parts need clarifica-
tion. At the end of the introduction section the authors state that they assumed that an
increase in soil nutrients would induce an increase in plant biomass through a prim-
ing effect. The reasons for this hypothesis (in particular the priming effect) should be
shortly introduced in the previous paragraphs of the introduction.

We modified the introduction to better explain our assumption: “We assumed that litter
additions could increase nutrient release through a priming effect on decomposition
rate, thereby provoking an increase in plant biomass. Priming is defined here as a
modification of the soil organic matter decomposition rate induced by an input of litter
and mediated by the altered activity of the microbial community. Priming effects can
be negative (reduction of the decomposition rate), but are typically positive (increase
of the decomposition rate) (Blagodatskaya and Kuzyakov, 2008).”

It would be also helpful to specify already in the abstract and introduction that the added
litter consisted of above-ground tissues (in contrast to belowground litter).

We modified the abstract of the resubmitted version following the reviewer’s comment

With this, a few sentences are long and difficult to read and need to be improved
(i.e. Lines 14-17 on Page 10497, and 21-23 / 24-27 on Page 10499 – see specific
comments).

All these sentences were simplified in the resubmitted version.

Some figures are very small and their size should be increased (Figure 3, 5 and 6).

For publication, we will provide high-resolution figures and we let the editor choose the
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appropriate size for the figures.

Specific comments:

All the specific comments are taken into account in the resubmitted version.

(Page 10488) Line 4: Carbon should be all written in lowercase.

Line 7: “subsoil layer under a steppe community” should be changed to “subsoil layer
of a steppe community”

Line 25: I think the authors mean “assessing possible changes in C, N and P cycling”.
Add “changes in”

(Page 10489) Line 12: atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO2). Add (CO2).

Line 14: should read “predicted to increase the net primary production”. Add “the”.
Here some references are required at the end of the sentence. Also, add “(NPP)” after
the wording “net primary production”.

(Page 10493) Line 5: “the 1 m x 0.3m quadrat” should be changed to “a 1 m x 0.3m
quadrat”

Title in paragraph 3.2: should be: Plant biomass, allocation and litter.

(Page 10496) Line 21: Change “Litter amendments we did” to “The litter amendments
we applied

(Page 10497) Line 4-5: should read: Nevertheless. Other amounts of litter additions
had no effects.

(Page 10498) Line 13-17: The work from Li and Xiao (2007) is mentioned, but it should
be specified that they were working in a desert ecosystem.

Line 27: “higher than that”

(Page 10499) “when they were quite high” should be changed to “when it was quite
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high”

Line 24-27: This sentence is long. I suggest to add a full stop after below plant biomass
and change the wording “while realistic additions: : :” to “On th
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