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This paper reports soluble nitrogen and phosphorous concentrations of a Sierra Nevada soil with and
without application of artificial rainfall. The data are not very extensive: samples were taken at one
point in time from two sites; there was a comparison of forested and non-forested plots in the original
design but the forested plots were dropped from the study. It is always useful to make such information
available, no matter how limited: progress in understanding of ecosystem nutrient cycling depends on
having information from a wide variety of sites.

There are some problems with the presentation and interpretation of these results in the current paper.

The title and text of the paper focus on "colloid-bound” N and P. Operationally, "colloidal” N and P
were found by (1) centrifuging to remove the >0.45um particles, (2) analyzing for inorganic nitrate,
ammonium, and phosphate, and (3) digesting with persulfate and analyzing for inorganic N and P. The
difference between the persulfate digestion and the inorganic is called "colloid bound.” As I recall,
persulfate digestion following filtering to <0.45um is exactly the method used for determining
dissolved organic N and P. I may be out of date on methods; enough background should be provided in
the paper to allow a reader to understand how their definition of "colloid-bound"” nutrients relates to
dissolved (non-particulate) nutrients not measured as inorganic N and P. Differences between using
millipore filtration and centrifugation to obtain the <0.45um fraction should also be discussed.

It would be useful to know whether the colloidal N and P are organic or inorganically bound. The
authors discuss dispersion of clays and exposure of sesquioxide surface; they seem to assume that
inorganic colloids are responsible for this fraction. If they could report the DOC of their solutions, we
might be able to judge whether the amounts of N and P reported are too great to be attributed to
dissolved organic matter.

The design of the experiment was weak. First, there are only two sites; it is not fair to consider slope a
treatment when it is not replicated. In fact, the two sites are blocking for slope, and slope is rightly
omitted from the statistical analysis (except that [ can't tell whether it was done correctly). Thus the
rainfall treatment has replication of 2. Presumably the experiment was limited by the device used to
apply the artificial rainfall. Collecting twelve samples from within each block is an unfortunate use
of analytical effort; it would have been better to have more sites or even more plots within each site.

Simple effects (means by treatment) should be presented. It is difficult to interpret interactions
without these.

Finally, the paper could be much improved in style and presentation. I am returning the original
manuscript because [ marked areas that need attention, but editorial or writing assistance would be
useful overall. It wasn't easy to determine the experimental design. The component square in the grid
don't add up to the dimensions of the grid. The term "rainfall simulation” puts emphasis on the
simulation, and makes me think of a computer model.

Please don't hesitate to contact me if [ can be of any further assistance.
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