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General comments:  Adaptive crop management is a potentially important strategy to
mitigate crop failures due to climate-change induced drought stress. How plants utilize
water across different cropping systems could determine the extent to which a particular
management system can be used to mitigate plant drought stress. The authors argue that
very few studies have evaluated plant water uptake patterns in response to drought in
arable cropping systems. The manuscript is generally well written, and I have mostly
minor suggestions for improving clarity in a few places. My one main concern about the
study is that it simulates a very short-term drought during a natural drought, such that
moisture conditions in the drought treatments were not that different from control plots.
The authors should provide a stronger rationale for why the results of such a short-term
study are relevant. That is, why would differences between cropping systems be expected
given the experimental design and natural drought conditions during the study period?
The authors should also discuss if/why one year of data collection is sufficient, especially
given that a natural drought occurred during the study period. Are there data available
from previous or subsequent years that could be brought to bear on these questions? For
example, are there data on root biomass that could be included to strengthen the paper? I
would also like to see acknowlegment and discussion of the role of mycorrhizal fungi on
drought responses.

Specific comments:

L13-17. Some of the Highlights bullets are unclear as written

L22-23. Which species is the important "fodder crop" or is it the mixture that is the "crop".



L29-30. Check sentence construction.

L42. "Adapted" should read "Adaptive"

L63-70. Root-mycorrhizal interactions are also presumably important, but are not
discussed here (and should be)

L80-81. As opposed to when grown alone?

L111-112. What are typical rainfall patterns during this period? Is a one-month drought
during this time atypical? This seems like a fairly short period of drought conditions. Also,
what was the antecedent conditions in the months preceding the drought period. If rainfall
was at or above average, perhaps a one month drought is not a problem? If I'm
interpreting Table 1 correctly, it actually looks like precipitation in the control plots was
~30% of normal, so it appears there was a natural drought during the imposed drought
period. I wonder why water wasn't added to control plots to simulate a "normal" year.

L123-128. Describe antecedent moisture conditions here (i.e., per my questions above).

L322-325. I don't understand this response. Under drought, when the surface soil is
presumably dryer, wouldn't plants tend to have deeper rooting depths and/or obtain more
water from depth?

L415. "adaptive" not "adapted"

L415-417. I would take some care with this conclusion, acknowleding that cropping
system differences may be more pronounced under longer-term drought (see previous
comments above)

Table 1. It unclear what the last three lines in the table refer to. Are these precipitation
amounts in the drought treatment itself?

Table 2-5. I assume the values shown are P-values, but that is not explicilty stated in the
table heading. This is a lot of tables of p values...



L671-674. I'm unclear why these lines are shown below the table. Is this text part of the
heading or a footnote to the table?
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