
We thank the anonymous reviewer for the kind words about our work and for their thorough revision of
our manuscript. We will address the reviewer’s comments in order.

As for the water (and latent heat) fluxes issue, the authors invested a lot of efforts to look for reasons 
with different stomatal conductance models and water uptake functions. I think an expanded discussion
about the interactions between vegetation settings from the LPJ-GUESS model and physical 
environments derived from the new biophysical processes would be helpful. This would also be helpful 
for understanding the differences in productivity between the original LPJ-GUESS and it coupled with 
LSM. 

LPJ-GUESS calculates many vegetation properties dynamically, including key photosynthetic 
quantities such as Vmax. The new scheme interacts with these processes, and changes in simulated 
fluxes and productivity arise as a result of the interplay of many factors. We found that the biggest 
discrepancies between the standard model and the LSM version are due to the latter using leaf 
temperature, rather than daily averaged air temperature, for photosynthetic calculations. Leaf 
temperature can be several degrees above air temperature, affecting the photosynthetic rate directly, via
the temperature inhibition factor, but also (and most dramatically in the case of C4 grasses) indirectly, 
by mitigating nitrogen limitation of photosynthesis. This is seen in simulations where we restrict 
establishment to grassy PFTs and C4 grasses emerge as the dominant grass type. While this effect 
seems to be far less pronounced in a potential natural vegetation simulation, due to trees entering the 
competition, it may be important when simulating C4 crops (since these grow without competition in 
well-watered conditions). The effect of leaf temperature on the biochemical nitrogen limitation of 
photosynthesis, and how it affects C4 grass productivity in competition and no-competition situations, 
is discussed in detail in section 4.2.

We now discuss in the supplement how the new simulated physical environments affect soil carbon and
nitrogen build-up and how the PAR absorption calculations compare for the old and the new schemes 
(see attached document). We also discuss how the different stomatal conductance and soil water uptake 
formulations lead to differences in simulated soil water content that can alter the PFT composition (new
section 3.4.4, attached).

We will now address the minor comments.

1. Line 146: the unit of lambda. I think “C-1” is not necessary. The number of 2.44x10^6 has included 
an assumption of normal water temperature

We thank the reviewer for spotting the mistake in the units. Lambda represents the amount of energy 
that it takes to evaporate a unit mass of liquid water, so the correct units should be of energy per unit 
mass (J/kg). We will correct the text accordingly.

2. Lines 380 and 388: How do the vegetation conditions vary with the actual vegetation? I think the 
vegetation and soil states (equilibrium or not) may affect NEE, as shown in Fig. 14 that the simulations
are close to equilibrium state.

4. Lines 572: measured NEE is more negative than those simulated. I think it is related to how far the 
vegetation is from its theoretical equilibrium state. Disturbances also play a role here. For example, at 
equilibrium state, an ecosystem will have a zero NEE (or fluctuated around zero) if the system has no 
disturbances. However, if it is equilibrated with a particular disturbance regime (e.g., a given fire 
frequency distribution), the system must have a negative NEE that is to counter the carbon release at 



disturbance events. In long-term, it is still carbon neutral. This is the pattern this paper showed in this 
section that observations have higher carbon sink (more negative NEE) than the simulated (with 500 
years of model run).

We agree with the reviewer that the discrepancy in NEE probably reflects the fact that the simulated 
carbon pools are close to equilibrium with the synthetic climate data used to spin up the model, and that
this set up differs from the actual situation at the different sites (this is seen also in the difference 
between the variabilities of observed and simulated fluxes). In a standard LPJ-GUESS simulation, the 
spinup procedure is designed to bring carbon pools close to equilibrium with pre-industrial conditions, 
before simulating the historical period of rising temperatures and CO2 concentrations. Here, our 
primary goal was to evaluate the sub-daily latent and sensible heat fluxes calculated by the augmented 
model against observations, and then compare the ecosystem-related predictions (structure, 
composition and fluxes) of the new LSM model with those made by the standard (non-LSM) version. 
Therefore, differences between simulated and measured NEE are to be expected because we did not 
attempt to fully reproduce or account for site history, including age, disturbance, and legacies arising 
from historical trends in CO2 concentration. Evaluating simulated ecosystem productivity and carbon 
fluxes against observations, as well as the differences between the standard and the augmented model 
in regional and global scales, is the object of future work, but was out of the scope of this paper.

We suggest adding the following sentence in section 3.4.4:

"These discrepancies between observed and simulated NEE magnitude and variability reflect the fact 
that, in the simulations, the carbon pools are all close to equilibrium with the climate and atmospheric 
CO2 concentration as a result of the spinup procedure described in section 3.2 and the supplement. 
Differences are to be expected because we did not attempt to fully reproduce or account for site history,
including age, disturbance, and legacies arising from historical trends in CO2 concentration."

Additionally, we added a discussion of the build-up of soil organic matter pools during the spinup 
phase in the supplement.

3. Line 506 section Ecosystem structure and function: They are related to the settings of the vegetation 
model since the structure is highly dynamic. How to make them consistent with each case and the 
measurement data?

For this work, we used the standard set of PFTs provided with LPJ-GUESS, which aims to capture the 
main functional traits of different vegetation classes in global simulations. Our aim in this paper was to 
evaluate how well the model (including the standard set of PFTs) simulated energy fluxes, rather than 
fitting the PFT parameters at each site specifically to achieve a best fit between model and 
observations. We chose this approach since the end goal is to perform regional and global runs. Also, 
see response to previous comment.

5. Time steps of and growth (yearly) and SOM (daily): how LAI dynamics and heterotrophic 
respiration are calculated? Usually, LAI should be updated daily and Rh hourly (or half hourly). Are 
they connected with plant growth and SOM dynamics at each step, respectively? This just need to 
clarify. I may miss the description.

- In this work we did not modify the original model's growth and phenology routines. At present, the 
allocation of carbon to the different plant structures (what we call growth) is simplified in the model, 
happening annually. The phenological status is calculated and updated daily according to the phenology



of the different PFTs (Raingreen, Summergreen, Evergreen, as described in appendix B4 of Smith et al.
(2014), https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-11-2027-2014). This is stated at the beginning of section 2.2 of the 
model description and in Figure 1.

- Rh is updated daily in the current version of the model. Even though Rh can vary on diurnal 
timescales, we focused on averages of yearly NEE over the measuring period, so we assumed 
calculating Rh on a daily basis was sufficient for our purposes. We stress, however, that photosynthesis 
and autotrophic respiration are calculated on a subdaily basis, consistent with the canopy energy 
balance, and accumulated to calculate daily NPP, and then subtracted from daily RH to calculate daily 
NEE at the end of the day. To clarify this, we added the following text at the beginning of section 2.2.4:

"The net photosynthetic assimilation is accumulated over the diurnal cycle and subtracted from 
heterotrophic respiration (Rh, computed daily) to calculate daily net ecosystem exchange (NEE)."

6. In discussion, for the water uptake functions and C4 grass carbon assimilation simulations, they are 
phenomenological equations in the model that directly link soil water availability to leaf functions. A 
discussion of actual plant-soil hydraulics would be helpful for understanding why they happen and why
we don’t have to spend much time to tune these functions.

We agree with the reviewer that these expressions are oversimplifications of the very complex process 
of stomatal regulation. To stress this fact in a concise way, we suggest adding the following text when 
introducing the soil moisture stress factor (end of section 2.2.4):

"This type of formulations, which are widely use in LSMs (see Damour et al, 2010, for an overview), 
are phenomenological relationships that attempt to capture the response of plants to water stress in a 
rather simplified way (Egea et al., 2011; De Kauwe et al., 2013). Transpiration of soil water by plants is
primarily driven by the water potential gradient along the soil-plant-atmosphere continuum. Plants 
regulate this gradient by opening and closing their stomata in response to environmental factors, 
including leaf water potential, vapor pressure deficit, and soil water availability, in a way that depends 
on their hydraulic strategy (a detailed discussion can be found in Lambers et al, 2008). Including a 
more explicit representation of soil-plant-air hydraulics as well as physiological constraints in a 
stomatal conductance model has been shown to perform better than the above formulations under soil 
water stress conditions (Bonan et al., 2014). However, implementing these more complex models in 
ESMs remains a challenge due to a lack of data for broader applicability and computational efficiency 
tradeoffs (Clark et al., 2015)."

7. I just realized the codes of LPJ-GUESS are still not publicly available. Maybe, this question should 
be asked by the handling editor. Does it comply with the journal's policy?

As specified in the "Code availability section" of the manuscript, "The [LPJ-GUESS] source code can 
be made available with a collaboration agreement under the acceptance of certain conditions. For this 
reason, a DOI for the model code cannot be provided. The code with the augmentations developed for 
this paper is available to the editor and reviewers via a restricted link, on the condition that the code is 
used only for review purposes, and is deleted after the review process." In any case, we are happy to 
provide the code upon request.

This is consistent with point #2 in the core principles of the journal's code and data policy 
(https://www.geoscientific-model-development.net/policies/code_and_data_policy.html):



"Where the authors cannot, for reasons beyond their control, publicly archive part or all of the code and
data associated with a paper, they must clearly state the restrictions. They must also provide 
confidential access to the code and data for the editor and reviewers in order to enable peer review. The
arrangements for this access must not compromise the anonymity of the reviewers. All manuscripts 
which do not make code and data available at this level are to be rejected. Where only part of the code 
or data is subject to these restrictions, the remaining code and/or data must still be publicly archived. In
particular, authors must make every endeavour to publish any code whose development is described in 
the manuscript."



1 Ecosystem composition and function

We compared the predictions of the LSM simulations to standard LPJ-GUESS
for species composition and a number of ecosystem structure and function vari-
ables.

The emerging ecosystem composition in both LSM runs is similar to the
standard LPJ-GUESS prediction over forests and grasslands, but it is sensitive
to the choice of stomatal conductance scheme at savanna and woody savanna
sites (Table 1). Figure 1 shows the LAI evolution of the established PFTs
over the spinup period for the CLM/BB, CLM/Med and standard LPJ-GUESS
simulations at three selected sites. All three simulations predict a C4 grassland
at PA-SPs, but LAI values are much higher in the LSM simulations (∼ 11)
than the LPJ-GUESS prediction (∼ 6.5). At BR-Sa1 (a tropical rainforest),
the species composition is similar for the three simulations, but LAI values
are lower in the LSM runs (∼ 5.5 vs ∼ 6.2). At AU-Dry, the use of different
stomatal conductance schemes causes a shift in PFT composition. The BB
simulation favors evergreen trees, while the PFT mix is dominated by raingreen
trees in the Med simulation, a prediction closer to standard LPJ-GUESS. We
found this behaviour to be representative of how the soil water uptake factor
and the stomatal conductance scheme determine the PFT composition at most
savanna and woody savanna sites in the LSM simulations. A stronger limitation
on transpiration (e.g. the NOAH-type water uptake factor or the Ball-Berry
stomatal conductance model) results in higher soil water content throughout
the year, which promotes stronger growth of evergreen trees (graphs of the
average soil water content over the last 100 years of spinup are provided in the
supplement).

Model predictions for the rest of the selected variables are shown in Table 1.
The two C3 grassland sites show different behaviour with respect to ecosystem
productivity and respiration. At AU-Emr, LSM simulations predict substan-
tially lower gross primary production (GPP) and autotrophic respiration (Ra)
than standard LPJ-GUESS, which results in lower estimates of net primary
production (NPP). This site is a net carbon source (positive NEE) in all three
simulations, which agrees with observations. At ES-Amo, the NPP increase in
the LSM runs does not overcome the decrease in heterotrophic respiration (Rh),
resulting in a slightly enhanced carbon sink compared to standard LPJ-GUESS.

The two deciduous broadleaf forest sites show slight differences between runs,
but the fluxes are similar in all three simulations, resulting in carbon sinks of
−58 gC−2y−1m−2 (standard LPJ-GUESS and CLM/Med), and −71 gC−2y−1m−2

(CLM/BB). This result is inconsistent with measurements at the site, which in-
dicate a carbon source of 143 gC−2y−1m−2.

Differences in simulated carbon fluxes between standard LPJ-GUESS and
the CLM/BB and CLM/Med runs for the reamaining land cover types are sum-
marized in Fig. 2. Both LSM runs predict, on average, higher GPP and Ra

values than the non-LSM simulation over C4 grasslands, savanna and woody sa-
vanna sites. This results in an increased average NPP in C4 grasslands (∼ 18%
in the CLM/BB run and ∼ 31% in the CLM/Med run), and a decreased average
NPP at woody savanna sites (∼ −11% and ∼ −7% in the CLM/BB and the
CLM/Med runs, respectively). At savanna sites, the increase in NPP in both
LSM simulations is similar (∼ 10%), but the increase in Ra is much higher for
CLM/BB, which leads to changes in NPP of ∼ −8% in the CLM/BB run and
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∼ 5% in the CLM/Med run. At forest sites, the balance between decreased
values of GPP and Ra results in lower NPP values in the LSM simulations.
Average values of Rh in the CLM/BB simulation increase over C4 grasslands,
and decrease for all the other three land cover types. The CLM/Med simulation
shows the same pattern except over savanna sites, where Ra increases by ∼ 6%
with respect to standard LPJ-GUESS. This causes an average NEE change of
∼ 116% for the CLM/BB run, turning savanna into an average net source, and
∼ −200% for the CLM/Med run, an enhanced carbon sink.

The above-described discrepancies between standard LPJ-GUESS and the
LSM versions stem from the different physical environments simulated in the
models. Calculating assimilation at the newly simulated canopy temperature,
rather than the air temperature, can lead to either higher or lower productiv-
ity, depending on the optimal photosynthetic temperature ranges of each PFT.
Canopy temperature also affects autotrophic respiration, while differences in the
simulated soil humidity and temperature impact organic matter decomposition
rates and heterotrophic respiration. The combination of these effects results in
differences in simulated carbon and nitrogen pools and NEE (we have included
a comparison between soil carbon and nitrogen pools simulated by standard
LPJ-GUESS and LPJ-GUESS/LSM in the supplement).

The large relative changes in NEE between simulations result from small
discrepancies in magnitude. Figure 3 shows a comparison between land-cover
averages of measured and modeled NEE for C4 grasslands, savanna, woody sa-
vanna and evergreen forests. Average measured NEE is negative for all land
cover types, and substantially more negative than in the simulations for sa-
vanna, woody savanna and evergreen broadleaf forests, implying an average
underestimation of the C sink by the models at these sites. At C4 sites simula-
tions predict NEE values between −88 gCm−2y−1 and −111 gCm−2y−1, while
observations indicate a less negative value of −33 gCm−2y−1. For savanna, mea-
sured NEE is −221 gCm−2y−1, while simulations predict an average between
−34 gCm−2y−1 and −48 gCm−2y−1. For woody savanna, measured NEE aver-
ages to −238 gCm−2y−1, while simulated fluxes range between −36 gCm−2y−1

and 2 gCm−2y−1. Measured fluxes at evergreen broadleaf forests are, on av-
erage, −396 gCm−2y−1, while simulations predict average fluxes between −98
and −130 gCm−2y−1. However, this is the result of very large negative val-
ues measured at AU-Rob and MY-PSO (Table 1). In general, differences in
simulated fluxes between standard LPJ-GUESS and the two LPJ-GUESS/LSM
simulations are small compared to the magnitude of observed fluxes, and the in-
terannual and cross-site variability of the measured fluxes is much greater than
in the simulations. These discrepancies between observed and simulated NEE
magnitude and variability reflect the fact that, in the simulations, the carbon
pools are all close to equilibrium with the climate and atmospheric CO2 concen-
tration as a result of the spinup procedure described in section 3.2. Differences
between observed and simulated NEE values are to be expected because we did
not attempt to reproduce site history, including age, disturbance, and legacies
arising from historical trends in CO2 concentration.
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Figure 1: LAI values for the spinup period at three selected sites: PA-SPs (pan-
els a-c), BR-Sa1 (panels d-f), and AU-Dry (panels g-i). The columns correspond
to standard LPJ-GUESS (right), CLM/BB (center) and CLM/Med (right) sim-
ulations. The time series were smoothed for better visualization by applying a
15-year running average.
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Figure 2: Top panels: percent change in average gross primary production
(blue), autotrophic respiration (orange), and net primary production (green),
simulated by the LSM version, with respect to standard LPJ-GUESS. Bottom
panels: percent change in predicted average net primary production (green),
heterotrophic respiration (brown) and net ecosystem exchange (pink).
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Figure 3: Comparison between observed and modeled annual NEE. The sym-
bols indicate averages over sites the same land cover type. Red triangles cor-
respond to flux tower CO2 measurements. Blue dots, green squares and pur-
ple crosses correspond, respectively, to the CLM/BB, CLM/Med and standard
LPJ-GUESS simulations. The bars represent one standard deviation above and
below the average.
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1 Differences in PAR absorption between LPJ-
GUESS and LPJ-GUESS/LSM

Table 1 shows a comparison of average PAR absorption per unit LAI calculated
by the new radiative transfer scheme and the PAR absorption algorithm in
stadard LPJ-GUESS. The calculations were made in the CLM/Med simulation,
i.e., PAR absorption is calculated with both schemes in the same modeled areas
for the purpose of this comparison. In general, the new radiative transfer calcu-
lates higher absorbed PAR values than standard LPJ-GUESS at sites with low
modeled LAI values, while both calculations yield similar results at sites with
high LAI values. This behaviour can be understood by examining PAR absorp-
tion by individual cohorts. Figure 1 shows PAR absorption by the vegetation
over 60 years during the spinup period at BR-Sa1, starting after a disturbance.
Three tree cohorts (0, 1 and 2) and a grass individual (4) establish. Initially,
grass has a high LAI, but, as trees grow and the canopy thickens, the grass
LAI declines (panels c and d). Calculated tree PAR absorption per leaf area is
initially similar for both schemes (panel a), but as cohort 0 grows it shadows
cohorts 1 and 2. The new radiative transfer scheme calculates lower PAR values
for these two cohorts, but since their leaf area index is also declining, this does
not contribute substantially to the patch-overall difference, which is small and
dominated by cohort 0 (panel b).

Figure 2 shows the same comparison for a patch at AU-Gin. In this case,
the tree cohorts have a lower leaf area index, so their leaves receive, on average,
more direct sunlight than in the case of a thicker canopy. The new radiative
scheme calculates higher values of absorbed PAR for these cohorts (panels a and
b), and this feature dominates the overall difference between the two schemes
in this site.

2 Spinup information

In a standard LPJ-GUESS simulation the 500-year spinup process proceeds as
follows: the first 100 years, the model runs without nitrogen uptake to allow
build up of soil nitrogen pools. All vegetation in the patch is then reset, and
plant nitrogen uptake is turned on. Between years 140 and 220, information on
the rates of change of C and N pools is collected. This information is then used
to calculate carbon and nitrogen steady-state pool sizes analitically, assuming
an equilibration time of 40000 years for the soil organic matter pools. The
model then runs for another 280 years, a period considered long enough for the
vegetation C and N pools to reach steady state.

In general, the steady-state size of the carbon and nitrogen pools is deter-
mined by the balance between the rate of carbon input to the system (NPP)
and the soil pools turnover rates. The LSM implementation changes the phys-
ical environment at which these processes take place in th model. Calculating
photosynthesis rates at the newly simulated leaf temperature can lead to higher
or lower carbon assimilation, depending on the PFT’s optimal photosynthetic
temperature range. It can also boost productivity by mitigating the effect of N
limitation (see paper, Section 4.2). Soil organic matter decomposition is affected
by soil temperature and humidity; higher (lower) temperatures and humidities
lead to higher (lower) turnover rates. Table 2 shows a comparison of these fac-
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LAI (obs) LAI (mod) PAR (LPJ-G) PAR (LPJ-G/LSM) % Change

AU-Emr 0.7 0.6 426 651 53.4
ES-Amo - 2.1 708 928 32.1

AU-DaP 1.5 7.9 1839 1959 6.5
AU-Stp 0.5 2.2 607 774 28.6
CG-Tch 2.0 11.6 1925 1994 3.6
PA-SPs 5.4 11.1 1986 2076 4.5

AU-DaS 1.5 3.0 2150 2450 14.1
AU-Dry 1.2 2.6 1837 2183 18.9
SD-Dem 0.9 1.3 456 664 45.6

AU-Ade 1.1 3.0 2157 2460 14.1
AU-Gin 0.9 1.5 1553 2010 29.5
AU-How 1.5 3.4 2403 2634 9.7
AU-RDF 1.6 3.2 2283 2527 10.7

AU-Rob 4.3 4.9 2378 2430 2.2
BR-Sa1 6.5 5.7 2463 2470 0.3
BR-Sa3 6.5 4.7 2102 2169 3.2
GF-Guy 5.9 5.2 2377 2419 1.8
GH-Ank - 5.1 1843 1879 1.9
MY-PSO 6.5 5.3 2385 2415 1.3

PA-SPn 2.9 4.9 2079 2129 2.4
ZM-Mon 1.6 2.4 1314 1635 25.0

Table 1: Comparison of PAR absorbed by the vegetation, calculated using the
new radiative transfer scheme and the PAR absorption scheme in standard
LPJ-GUESS. Data are from the CLM/Med simulations described in the pa-
per. PAR values are averages over the measurement period of the simulations,
in MJ/year/m2. The percent change is relative to the standard LPJ-GUESS
run.
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Figure 1: Comparison of PAR absorbed by the cohorts in a patch at BR-Sa1, cal-
culated using the new radiative transfer scheme and the standard LPJ-GUESS
PAR absorption scheme. (a): Annual absorbed PAR per leaf area; (b): Per-
cent change in PAR absorption relative to standard LPJ-GUESS; (c): LAI; (d):
Cohort height.

tors in LSM and standard LPJ-GUESS simulations for all the sites considered
in this study.

We show two examples of the build-up of the soil organic matter pools at BR-
Sa1 (Fig. 3) and SD-Dem (Fig. 4), for the standard LPJ-GUESS, the CLM/BB,
and the CLM/Med runs. At BR-Sa1 in the BB simulation, equilibrium NPP is
lower than in standard LPJ-GUESS by ∼ 25% (Table 2). Soil temperature is
similar to standard LPJ-GUESS, but soil moisture is ∼ 8% larger. This leads to
lower equilibrium soil carbon (∼ −16%) and nitrogen (∼ −15%) content. The
CLM/Med simulation behaves similarly at this site (and at most forest sites).

At SD-Dem the BB and Med simulations show very different behaviours. In
the BB simulation, NPP is lower than in LPJ-GUESS, while the higher stomatal
resistance given by the Ball-Berry scheme (see paper, Fig. 3) causes higher soil
moisture content. This leads to lower equilibrium soil organic matter content

3



Figure 2: Comparison of PAR absorbed by the cohorts in a patch at BR-Sa1, cal-
culated using the new radiative transfer scheme and the standard LPJ-GUESS
PAR absorption scheme. (a): Annual absorbed PAR per leaf area; (b): Per-
cent change in PAR absorption relative to standard LPJ-GUESS; (c): LAI; (d):
Cohort height.

values (a ∼ 46% decrease compared to standard LPJ-GUESS). In the Med
simulation, equilibrium NPP is substantially higher than in the standard LPJ-
GUESS run, while lower soil moisture retention leads to slower decomposition
rates, resulting in soil organic matter pools ∼ 44% larger than in standard
LPJ-GUESS.
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BB Med

NPP Temp AWC Soil C Soil N NPP Temp AWC Soil C Soil N

AU-Emr -66.7 13.1 -30.0 -74.1 -74.1 -68.7 14.4 -49.6 -75.3 -75.3
ES-Amo 6.1 3.3 -11.6 -12.9 -12.9 0.6 3.7 -29.9 -12.9 -12.7

AU-DaP 1.8 4.5 46.2 -12.8 -10.2 25.5 4.4 19.8 21.7 25.7
AU-Stp -42.8 8.5 -24.1 -50.5 -50.4 -23.0 9.0 -37.0 -33.6 -33.4
CG-Tch 87.6 2.5 51.5 6.8 9.2 92.0 1.8 52.1 10.4 12.9
PA-SPs 34.7 1.2 6.7 22.2 24.3 38.9 1.2 3.5 27.2 29.4

AU-DaS -11.8 0.9 42.1 -0.9 3.5 -6.5 1.7 16.5 15.9 21.3
AU-Dry -7.1 3.8 47.1 -2.0 1.0 1.4 3.3 11.8 4.5 6.5
SD-Dem -13.1 -0.4 85.0 -45.9 -47.2 34.8 -0.3 -0.0 43.6 46.6

AU-Ade -13.4 0.8 34.9 8.1 15.6 -8.7 0.8 16.6 21.4 29.5
AU-Gin 0.6 6.2 56.3 -32.7 -32.3 -9.1 6.0 25.7 -25.3 -23.6
AU-How -13.8 -0.5 37.9 2.9 10.2 -10.6 -0.0 20.8 18.6 27.8
AU-RDF 4.6 3.3 45.4 15.0 19.9 12.0 3.6 21.0 28.7 33.1

AU-Rob 4.4 1.1 18.3 -6.4 -6.2 3.3 1.1 13.0 -2.1 -1.4
BR-Sa1 -25.2 -0.5 8.1 -16.0 -15.3 -20.5 -0.6 5.7 -14.2 -13.3
BR-Sa3 -11.1 -2.4 5.6 -8.7 -8.4 -6.2 -2.5 -3.2 -6.5 -6.3
GF-Guy -14.6 0.3 9.9 -14.7 -14.5 -11.3 0.6 6.0 -12.6 -12.3
GH-Ank -23.9 -0.3 13.3 -15.6 -13.4 -18.8 -0.7 11.4 -13.8 -11.5
MY-PSO -30.1 0.3 59.2 -43.1 -42.6 -23.2 0.5 54.4 -37.5 -37.4

PA-SPn -15.8 0.6 8.5 -20.6 -18.5 -12.1 0.7 5.5 -16.0 -13.6
ZM-Mon -1.6 3.9 68.9 -18.1 -12.9 -3.8 1.8 39.5 -20.1 -15.3

Table 2: Percent change in steady-state NPP, average soil temperature over the
top 50 cm of soil, average water content over the top 50 cm of soil, soil carbon
content, and soil nitrogen content, relative to standard LPJ-GUESS. Steady
state values are taken as the average of the last 100 years of spinup.
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Figure 3: Comparison of the build up of carbon and nitrogen pools in the
CLM/BB (a) and (b) and the CLM/Med (c) and (d) simulations with standard
LPJ-GUESS, at BR-Sa1.

6



Figure 4: Comparison of the build up of carbon and nitrogen pools in the
CLM/BB (a) and (b) and the CLM/Med (c) and (d) simulations with standard
LPJ-GUESS, at SD-Dem.
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